SHRI RAGHAVENDRA 
HIS LIFE AND WORKS 
Vol. V 


PARIMALA 
Vol. Ill 


By 
G; B , JOSHI 
Task AB; T. 


August 1975 


age 


:: Published by the Author - 
1975 Ist èdition 1000 coples 
U Prfce Rev 15/- 


(All Rights Reserved by the Author) 


Copies available with 


G. B., J eg sh i 
Extension, GADAG (Karnataka) 


Printed at 
New Gadég Printery 


vente aeaf saati afana | 
aanafa eiaa egaat n (Aar) 


~ 


TO 
SHRI MALLAPPA SHINDE 
FOR HIS GENEROUS AID 


“CONTENTS 


Preface Nas aoe 
I Adhaya, III Pada eave 
se -IV Pata pees 
SarvaShabda Samanvaya en 
Modes of meaning seus 
Brahman the material cause .... 
The world ls unreal eee 
Sakshi 
II Adhyaya I Pada 
Pramana Vishara ere 
Memory ore 
Inference ro 
Kathalakehana. ; 


Brahma the cause of the world .. 


The identity of Jeews and 


Brahma , se 
Brabma, the dependent cause i.. 
The Jeeva’s freedom of will ++» 
God’s motive in creation Ss -... 


II Adbyays II Pada 
Charvaka», Logical Posltivist 
Another school of Sankhya 
Vaisheshika system of 
philosophy 


Sougata or Boudha. system e 400 


Jaina System ` 2> ve 429 
-Shaiva, Pashupata and Other 

such sohoois en 436. 
1I Adhyaya IIT-Pada Sees 442 
II Adhaya IV Pada ae 463 
III Adhyaya I Pada ies. 464 
III Adbyaya II Pada NEE 467 
Validity Ror ese 470 
Vyapti and inference . canee: 472 
Bimba and Pratibimba ons 486 
IIE Adbyaya IIT Pada evie | * 490 
Bhakti eesi 496 
Moksha one 499 
Gradation of souls eee 504 
III Adbyaya 1V ‘Pada m £07 
Karma E seas 512 
Gradation of soula i in “Moskha er. 516 
IV Adhyaya I Pada éne 537 
1y Adhyəya IT Pada: dasa: 541 


IV Adbyaya I}I-Pada. a 549 
LV Adhyaya IV. Pada z 


PREFACE 


This Magnum opus of Shri Raghavendra has 
‘reached its end, in this volume and we have breos- 
thed out a sigh of relief. All Indologists who want 
to study Nyaya Sudha of Jaya treetha, the Prince 
of commentators, do find Parimala of Shri 
Raghavendra indispensable for ite elucidation 
which is the fruit of close study, and compre- 
hensive. digest- Raghavendra is a gem. among 
intellectuale, with comprehensive understanding 
noble appreciation, impartial  assesament,. logical 
argumentation, deep study, vast reading which 
are the indelible marks of bis achievements left 
in all his workrs, _ S 
Shri Ragbavendra is labouring under a 
disadvantage. His efforts being strictly limited to 
elucidation of the original, his. work is bound to 
be a collection of disconnected notes withont any 
continuity running through them, To make it 
an enjoyable reading we borrowed the ourrent of 
thought of the original Sudha, and even referred 
to the Anuvyakhyana of the Acharya- Yet each 
comment is a unit, small or great. bristling with 
sharp points of attack, behind a thick. defensive 
shield of thought and ideas of infallible, vera- 
city. References are rich in it. The opponent 
though unwilling to be convinced yet bends before 
the weighty arguments. These notes seem to be an 


at 7 
endless series of mountainous waves rising on 
the vast oocen of Nyays.Sucha as ebullitions of 
with thoughts sointilating with the sunshne of 
divine Grace. 

, While understanding and expressing those 
thoughts in English, I had thefexperierice of a deep 
meditative absorption and the enjoyment of the 
greatest delight in my life. When he offers notes 
for our guidance Shri Raghaveudra has{before him 
common reader equipped with ordinary means 
of understanding. Henoe he takea care to see 
that the reader does not take the wrong track. 
We may gather here for the convenient appraisal 
of a oritic different ways he adopts’ to be a 
useful guide to the student of Sudha- 

He supplies us with clear cut definitions distine- 
tive and significant in nature, so that they become 
helpful to distinguish them from similar words 
of different shades of meaning- Here for example 
in III 3-1 aaaziaxeaqa (comprehensive knowledge 
out of the: study of all vedas) is found essential 
for upasana- In this context inSudha are intre— 
duced asqasannat: which must be olearly under- 
stood in their distinct nature. So Raghavendra 
defines them basing them on their primary and 
fundamental chsracteristics: Adhyayana i3 
defined as -qsari aannam ia 
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-amq «Memorising a group of letters in the same 
‘order as he has made them his own repeating after 
Guru has recited them, So Adhyayana is restricted 
.to mere memorisation of lines of Veda closely 
repeating after Guru’s recitation without any 
reference to its meaning. Then Shravana is 
defined as saiad understanding the 
syntactical meaning of asentence after propèr 
instruction (by the Guru) of it.’ So this is clearly 
different from Adhyayana. Then Manana is 
defind as ai&sdzaaadstaq Applying raason to 
what has been understood. Thus the first is 
retention, the second is comprehension and the 
third is reasoning or ratiooination. These defini” 
tions speak for themselves for clarity of expre- 
ssion beauty of style and for fulfilling the purpose 
for which they are created: 
He offers us references from other shastras 
so that the expressions beoome rich with sugg= 
estion. In {124-5 the sfxdearag is used. 
Raghavendra quotes Jaimini Sutra I-2 the las, 
Adhikarana for. this referenoe. Then the 
meaning of the Sutra fs given. While rituals 
are performed certain Mantras are recited. Are 
those Mantras to be understood in their meaning 
and thus are they to fulfil & present purpose or 
are thore Mantres not meant to be understood 
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in their meaning and. they conduce only to pro- 
duce a fruit far away in future? Itis settled 
that the Mantras are to be understood in their 
meaning. A long discussion is given and then a 
judgement is given using the <fedeara In 
certain context it is said ‘that the ropes of both 
horses and asses are to be taken’? Then another 
Mantra prohibits the rope of an ass and so only 
the rope of a horse is to be taken, All this is 
possible by sfedeaam. which means the rule 
. of exolusicn. 


-8) Raghavendra gives grammatical deriva 
-tion to justify the meaning in which the word is 
used or to justify the usage of a partiou ler 
phrase which seems to be wrongly used. 


In the 8rd Adhyays Srd Pada and 16th 
Adhikarana tho usage before sayz 3 is found 
‘Grammar enjoioed Ablative case before 73. So it 
“should be maqatq aa qafaaraanfs:qiar But ine 
araatent either qatar or fadt is enjoined still qaw, 
and others should be taken separately and before 
thom Accusitive is enjoined. And then usages 
are quoted. famarifanadfagasaaafaatr So also 
as this is an usage by a great poet (aagdxà) 
this is also justified. à is a synonim of qag, 
qat and datr. 
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4) Some popular phrases are explained by 
giving their original meanings. asfafgrt is suoh 
@ phrase. Raghavendra explains this as 
qaralan vt asfafgar Then he explains it as 
arataincarfaarataa wer eared fargat geaard 
‘This is some what like sugar-coating of a bitter 
pill. For this is placing a piece of Jaugary on 
the tougue of a young kid in order that he might _ 
swallow some thing bitter without complaining. 

5) His greatest- service to exegetic interpret- 
ation is to bə fonnd ia bringing about reconci- 
‘liation between eonflicting elements, in shastrio 
judgements. 


The context: is to asortain the comparative 
values of ata and #4 in respect of the final release 
or aia. The objector’s view is that knowledge is 
not an independent. means of swarga and other 
values in life, bet Karma is such a means: 
<- Karma does the work and knowledge only 
gives final touches to the work of Karma. 
Then the Sidhanta side is that knowledge alone 
independently contrives to secure Swarga, and 
_ other pleasures. 


Now how to reconcile Jaimini's opinion with 
that of Badarayana. Raghavendra makes this 
oint clear. Jaimini’s view. considers ths case of 
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human beings only, who again are-of three types, 
highest indifferent, and lowest. That Karma with 
“the aid of knowledge is the means of securing 
Heaven and other pleasures,is the opinion true in 
the case of highest men. The middle or indifferent 
are taken into consideration when $t is said that 
mere Karma can secure Heaven and others. 
Knowledge is useful to secure some fruit other 
than Moksha. The lowest class thinks imperece- 
ptible things alone are seoued by knowledge and 
‘not perceptible things. Jaimini thus. thinks of 
human. beings only. But Badarayan thinks that 
generally knowledge secures all desired objects 
He does not consider knowledge as belonging 
to this or that.one. Hence there is no conflict 
between Badarayana and Jaimini. 
6) In the some manner he spares no pains in 
explaiving illnstrations- A topic arises in whioh 
“q7 and ade should be taken to maan vadies who. 
propound Khanda or Akhandaas in gar: wfaafa 
Kunta means sword and being insentient cennot 
of its own accord enter into (the gate). So Kunta 
mears kuntadharinah, those who carry the sword® 
by secondary denotation. -In the same manner 
by this sort of secondary denotation Khanda and 
Akhanda mean Khandavadi and Akhandavadi. 
7) Meemansa words and principles are very 
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clearly explained. waar is explained as wivcem: 
maak: some, other than internal, effort 
eimai, the root aq means am and the termi- 
nation means wea. The root aq being verb 
transitive, which is the objeot of raat (or wra)? Is 
it cataraade or seed orari waia? objection side 
is that waar being terminaion is usuaally construed 
with its Prakriti which is am. But swarga is a 
separate word which is related to maar after the 
syntactical construction is understood and 
hence is construed with waar after a long time. 
` Bo waat is construed with am. How clearly the 
whole thing is presented. 


Modern notes-makers and gulde-producers 
should take a clue from him in this art of notes 
writing ; For his method is highly beneficial to 
students in seoular and literary field. Ragha— 
vendra’s ` intelligent and superb notes and 
explanations on very terse philosophical literature 
are endowed with lucidity of expression, cogenecy 
of argument, flights of imagination and more than 
these rich touches of inner light and deep 
experiences, so that not merely are they troated 
preferntially in literary in and philosoppiocal field 
but they are considered as having spiritual 
efficacy and grace of beatitude. 


VIII 


a 


Itis a pleasure to read Sudha with the 
guidance of Parimala and even a oursery reading 
of these notes as given here will convinoe a 
casual reader of their value of enlightened 
guidanoe. . 


Thus in these five volumes we have already 
treated life of Raghavendra. 


1 Geeta vivrithi. 

2 Mahabharata Tatparya Nirnaya Bhava 
Sangraha. 

3 Pramana padhati Bhavadeepa, 

4 and Parimala. 


Vol VI of about 600pp, that is yet to come 
comprises Bhashya of Shri Madhva and Ragha— 
vendra’s Bhava Deepa, Tattva Manjari, Nyaya 
Muktavali, Tantra Deepika and Prakasha. 


= Craving the indulgence of the readers we 
‘state that. we hope to bring out VI volume in 
‘due course. oe 


I cannot but thank all those that have contributed 
to the success of this work directly. or indirecly- I must 
thank first those who have helped me by giving cencrete 
suggestions ia the preperation of the work. Next, my 
thanks are due to Shr} Mallappa Shinde, but for 
whose help, the book would not have been published. 
-By the time we undertook the work the paper Scarcity 
had scared away many, publishers from book publi- 
shing. But my young friend Mr. M: S. Hombali came 
forward to help me to bring out! the publication in 
time. With Herculian efforts he worked against odds 
and finished the work in time. I heartily thank him 
though formal thanks giving fs only a poor return to 
strenuous struggle in a spirit of dedication. Last but 
not the least is to offer my humble prayer to Him 
who reached out his helping hand, through all these 
persons to lift me up twhen Ibad fallen down in 
despair. 
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agg 
‘Derecms 
Exietence 
‘Sourgat 
Doctorines 
-Raghavendras 
Hared 
Myeyes 
Hexhaust, 


Erretta 
Correct 


TIE 
Dreams. 
Existence 
Sougata 


- Dootrines 


Raghavendra 
Hatred 

My eyes 
Exhaust 


Shri Raghavendra-his Life and Work 
| VOL.: V 
PARIMALA — A GLOSS ON SUDHA 


PADA III 


To distinguish the subject matter of this 
pada from that of the previous and forth-coming 
Padas, Acharya mentions the special contribution 
of this Pada. ‘here is one class of words. which 
mean both Vishnu. and other things than Vishnu, 
which are olassed as Ubhayatra Prasidha —Not 
only the distinguishing quality of the subjöót 
matter but:the unique and unified or integrated 
quality of the topic of this Pada. What integrated 
topic is, is already dealt with in aazfanen acoord- 
ing to the dictum of Jaimini. 

So the words which primarily mean by 
connotational power Vishnu and (appear to mean) 
other things: of the world are shown here to 'bave 
the form of a name and a sign (adjective) and to 
connote in a super primary way Vishnu. ‘alone. 
This is the topic of this Pada, which justifies its ` 
distinct purpose from the previous as well-as 
forth coming Padas. So in this pada itis shown 
that the concerned shruti has its importin 
Brahma as it does go against the reason, mèn- 
tioned (amaa) or the vedte words ‘show: by 
primary connotational power, Vishnu alone and 
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not any one else: ‘ Besides it is shown that there 
are no such words a8 would distinctly oannote 
Rudra and others like weaaz, sa, datf and others. 


Now in the sutra ama aaeeeata the word 
waeesara has been explained in the Bhashya as 
mentioned above. The negative particle a (the 
original 4q) has been shown to bave two meanings: 
1) atg a Maa fe aeng Wis. One who does not 
eat food offered to the manes (mtg). Here the 
negative is used in the sense of. ‘ contradioting 
one after its due introduction” (sasa sfada:). 2). 
azar: aaz:, here the second meaning is qåara: which 
means, negative particle confutes syntactical 
reference to the next following word. In the first 
instance (savasfate:) the negative seeks contact 
with the verb; while in second the negative seeks 
contact with the following word (adatz). According 
to the first meaning (aa asd atia gfa) Here aq 
having exhausted its power of reference by 
contacting with the verb afta, does not extend it 
to azsa, which, hence loses its capacity to be 
compounded with the negative partigle. For only 
a word that has capacity in the form of expect- 
ancy of reference to other word is compounded 
with the other word (anda: anta:) Now a has no 
expectancy of reference to assez. Hence these 
two connot be compounded. 
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This objection is mst with by two different 
replies. 1) One is dal faaa gegian Safa The rule 
follows the usage in veda. Hence though the 
word is incapable of being compounded, 
it is compounded. But this rale is neither 
sutra nor vartika on sutra., Nor still itis in the 
form of syllogistic reasoning. But it is the saying 
of Bhashys Kara in the context of afauda. Beside! 
in. Kaiyata it is said efeota gaq it is desirable. And 

just as the ¢fts of .vartikakara is decisive so is 
the gfs (acceptance } of Bhashyakara also 
decisive. . . l 

The second one is:— segfea ares swa there 
4s one usage atedfa d which means ‘ He throws it’ 
from this we get sta: which means ‘ throwing’ 
Tn order to get the form sta: from the root ma 
to throw this sutra ‘asita sree dara’ enjoin’ 
the termination qx to the root form, when it 
signifies or does not signify by convention the. 
meaning of Karaka or government or relation 
(between the noun and the verb) except that of 
wat or agent, Now what is the meaning of småfe or | 
the negative particle in it? Is it sava sfate or aiara? 
If it means dara or differentiation as in arava’ 
amz: one different from the pot, then amdf means 

“Karaka different from karte. This differentiation 
carries with it the condition of similarity with the 
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wat or agent. Thus when we intend a relation 
different from that of agent it involves also simi- 
larity with the agent. Hence we can only accept 
a Karaka that is different from, and at the same 
time similar to sat or agent. So the word ære in 
amita FIT is redundant. 


But Panini himself in his sutra uses rà, and 
hence it is to be supposed that the negative 
particle in amdft does not mean wate or differen- 
tiation, Instead only sasanfada is the meaning 
(contradicting one that is duly introduced). So 
in order to suggest that inspite of nasanfade, the 
aq can be compounded, the word siz is used. 


l In Bhashya the negative particle in amåfe is. 
accepted as wdztz and then explained. But in 
atlas, sasanfada is chosen and hence Jayathertha 
chooses this alternative... 


Even Bhashyakara in the context of explain- 
ing awd: uafafa: in geadamex there is negative 
particle which means wawasfada. This is ilust- 
rated with examples like qa crafanarta. 'Fhus 
the sutra and: qafafr; should be quoted here as 
evidence, 

Now sasssa is explained as an Avyayibhava 
samasa. dalwtaaasad is a part of a sutra and means 
that an indeclinable meaning the ‘ absence of a 
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thing’ is compounded with a noun which is 
capable of being compounded. ‘This is an Avya- 
yibhava samasa. The example is Rfs ama: 
fafagu. Thus vase is to be dissolved aa asgiata 
ama: aasan. The negative particle meaning the 
‘absence of a thing is compounded with the next 
word into an Avyayeebhav, samasa: By the sutra 
amda the Avyayeebhava is possible and then 
thé termination yq is dropped. wq is added on 
to it except when there is the termination of the 
ablative. Bo now it should be aazserq , and not 
Hasse. But as already stated, before the ablative 
aq is not affixed. Hence wassatg is a correct 
usage. Thus Chandrika justifies this usage. as 
found in the Bhashya of Madhva. 


In the Sutra araarmaacssata; that (aq) is not 
the one that is inferred (Shiva and others); but, it 
is Brahman; For in that context we do not find 
any qualities common to Shiva and others. 


If then saq means ag or araq then aranana is 
the reason which is the repetetion of tans. But 
repetetion with a purposeful objective is no defect 
of composition. 

In qrasatzia the one denoted by the word 
-Bhuma is Vishnu; for this Bhuma is said to be 
happiness par excellence. Veda declares that he 
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is at the head of all gods beginning from Nama 
and ending with Prana. Raghavendra mentions 
that Chandrika explains why Sutrakara uses a 
derivative word which means, Happiness, after 
golng through the process of derivation in prefer- 
ence to the word ge which directly means happi- 
ness. 


This derivative word ‘ samprasada ’ peace 
‘means the result of perfect happiness which 
proves that his happiness i is unmixed with even 
‘the tinge of misery. Hence samprasada, instead 
of sukha is used. | E 


That whioh is mentioned in veda by the word 
Akshara is also Brahman; For it is-aaid to be the 
support of Jagat or world. There is another 
reason adduced to prove that Akshara is no other 
than Brahman. For in Akshara we do not find 
grossness (deq) and qualities usually to be found 
in material things. But this Akshara is said to 
be non-gross which means it is Anu or minute or 
subtle, the shruti on the other hand, posits that 
it is Ananu or one different from Anu and hence 
it is gross. So one thing connot both be gross and 
on-gross» 


One way of reconciling this. contradiction 
“Ig to consider them in their relative significance: 
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For instance a thing of middlé size when compa- 
red with a thing of greater size is small and when 
compared with a thing of smaller size, is great. 
Thus smallness and greatness though contradict- 
ory and Irreconciliable are yet found reconciling 
in one object. 7 

But this sort of reconciliation does not hold 
good in Brahman. If such a reconciliation.{s forced 
in Brahman, Brahman will be reduced. to the 
plight of a pot which equally entertains smallness 
and greatness in a relative sense- Besides a pot 
or such material thing has one thing greater 
than itself and has another thing smaller than 
itself. But Brahman has nothing greater than, 
or smaller than Brahman. Hence smallness and 
greatness in Brahman oannot be reconciled pres- 
uming these two contradictory terme as under 
different contexts of two smaller and greater 
things than Brahman. Thus non‘grosshess may 
mean, as already said, subtleness. Or it may 
simply mean the absence of grossness.. If this 
second alternative is accepted Brahman will .be 
reduced to mere negation. or emptiness; or some 
colourless or characterless thing. This is an 
anathema to Vedantins like Badarayana who 
severely refute it and say that Brahman is full 
of positive qualities like form and attributes. 
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Thus it is ordained by the vedas that Brah- 
man alone is the abode of contradictory attributes 
like greatness of ‘magnitude and littleness of 
magnitude. But this will not lead to self contra- 
diction because these Anutva and Mahatva are 
not found together in Brahman as mutually 
exclusive or contradictory terms. They are not 
considered as incompatible terms; but are consi- 
dered as Co-existing in Brahman. Shri Madhva 
uses the word Govinda in the place of Brahman. 


Shri Raghavendra explains Govinda that is 
used in the place of Brahman. This smallness 
and greatness are found in Hari as co-existing. 
And an evidence to corroborate the truth of this 
fact is shown by the use of the word Govinda. 
Here direct perception of Yashoda is called for 
evidence. In Bhagavata Yashoda sees the vision 
of. the whole nniverse in the mouth of her Tiny 
Child. In the same manner Arjuna sees the vision 
of all pervading Brahman. 


The holy implication is this; Gopika tied 
Govinda by a tether to the mortor. The story in 
the Bhagavata is very interesting and highly 
conclusive. For Yashoda tried with a tether; but 
it fell short of the waist of Govinda only by an 
inch. She used hundreds of tethers; still the gap 


could .not be filled up and Yashoda could not tie 
the rope round his waist. But at lest a small 
rope was sufficent to go round Govinda’s waist. 
Here we see one action of not being successful] 
in tying him by hundreds of ropes; and there we 
also see him being tied with a single short rope. 
These two actions lead us to the following in 
ferential conolusions~ ‘‘Vishnu is small; for he is 
tied with small-rope round his waist, like a small 
calf”. This is one conclusion and another is — 
“Vishnu is great; for he is not tied by hundreds of 
ropes like'a mountain.” 


Now this inference of greatness and smallness 
in Krishna is refuted by the inference- Krishna 
cannot have. these two: contrary . qualities. For 
he is material substance:. But the universal rule 
that substance has no two contrary qualities 16 
found violated in Akasha which is both small and 
great, though iyis a material substance. Hence 
‘Krishna is both great and small, is an inference 
whieh comes out unscathed by any contradictions 
or refatations. 


In order to ridicule this conclusion if any 
one goes to the length of saying that any thing 
like pot may be.said to consist of opposite quali- 
ties. -And then on the plea that: these qualities 
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are naturally found inhering in that thing, you 
can easily justify their co-existence. But truth 
is not so light as to be wafted in the air like chaff- 
If you are to admit two contrary and incompa” 
tible qualities ina thing they must be warranted 
by sound instruments of knowledge. If thus they 
are found, then you try to justify them by 
finding reasons for their co-existance. Things 
oreated by the figment of imagination need no 
justification, 


If truth and verity areto be proved by merely 
the nature of things, then reconoilion of statements 
has no role to play in removing contradiotions 
For instance there are statements like «Reality is 
void of attributes and full of attributes’ ‘Reality 
is aotive and it is passive’ ‘ world is real and it is 
unreal’ usually these contrary statements are 
reconciled by stating that the subjeot or import 
of each statement is different. The thing attri- 
buteless is one while the thing that is full of 
attributes is another. Instead if reconciliation is 
sought by stating that it is the nature of the 
thing to have opposite qualities, then you need 
not run to reconciliation of statements. 


This objection is waved by stating that the 
nature is settled by settling the subject or import 
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of a statement firat. Hence reconciliotion of 
statements have a place in finding out truth or 
verity. 


Here in the third pada of the first Adhyaya 
it is said that there are fourteen Adhikaranas- 
But the topics dealt with, arguments of the 
opponents and arguments of sidhanta ‘are only 
stated to be twelve. Now there cannot be an 
Adhikarana without subject matter and the 
arguments of oppoments and sidhanta argument. 


But this inconsistency is apparent for there are 
two Adhikaranas which do not deal with the topic 
of the Adhikarana which is samanvaya, In 
one there is the discussion about the eligibility 
of gods to be intiated in the study of the vedas 
and the second deals with the topic that those 
who are excluded from the first three varnas have 
no eligibility to study the vedas. 


Then how to show contextual connection of 
these two, topics with the common topic of the 
Pada ? That connection is of two types:- one is 
‘inclusive’ and another is ‘Successive’ or “Seque~ 
ntial’» We cannot show inclusive connection of 
these two Adhikaranas with the topic of the Pada 
Samanvaya. We must only seek sequential conne- 
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otion: For the question of vedic eligibility may 
oome after Samenvaya. — | 

But sequential connection is of six kinds. 
Now Raghavendra defines each one of these to 
facilitate the critical examination of the cannec— 
tion of the two topics with main topic of the pada. 
Prasanga is defined as ‘That recollected. thing 
which cannot be set aside indifferently’, has a 
Prasanga Connection with the reminder. This is 
illustrated by an example from Brahma sutra. 
In the Second Adhyaya there is an Adhikarana 
galled Jna and topic is whether Jna or Jeeva is 
of the size of atom or is it pervasive. This Jeeva 
or soul is atom like; For expulsion from body and 
coming and going are done by the supreme soul. 
Here the thing reminded is thought of subordi- 
nation of everything to.the Lord’. Hence it is 
called Prasanga. 

Now the second is Upodghata (introduction), 
Introduction is a thought which leads us to the 
‘topic on hand. The example is the first sutra 
where study in-the form of hearing and thinking 
ja considered prerequisite to the present thesis 
which is in mind as a topic to be discussed. This 
is corroborated in Chandrika as + “The first sutra 
is considered as an introduction to the whole 
thesis.” E j 


13. 


_ The third is xantia or well timed action 
when a certain thing is told after telling all thay 
must be told. For example the first five Adhik- 
aranas treat all the topics that are essential and 
then begins The Adhyaya from atdanateatata: 

The fourth one is the connection of cause or 
reason for the topic to be discussed. When the 
AAT YA (aerate) posits by the higher primary 
connotation, Brahma is proved to be the import 
of all shastras, then the coming Sutras may rise. 
to prove its statement. Thus «maaga affords. 
reason for the coming fafaay, 

The fifth is wwa dafa or the connection of 
effect. Just as when the first Adhyaya propounds 
the theory of Samanvaya, then the Second 
Adbyaya is justified in removing the objections 
raised against it. Again ‘the eater or Consumer 
is Vishnu’ is the reason for the result that the 
two dwellers in the Cave of the heart are both the 
forms of Vishnu. For the general idea is the cause 
for the particular idea, and hence the particular 
idea is the result of the general idea- 

The sixth is connection of having one and 
the same work. If both the Adnikaranas (former 
and latter) have a common work then we have 
this connection. Just as the samanvaya sutra 
along with the former Sutra, Shastrayonitwa. has 
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the Common work of deciding that Vishnu alone 
is the source of the whole Cosmos. In the same. 
way the Jijnasa sutra along with the coming 
Janmadi Sutra has the common work of deciding 
that one should take to earnest study of Brahma. 

Of these six, here there is the connection of 
Prasanga. Because the eligibility of gods in the — 
study of the Vedas and the non-eligibility of 
Shudras are disoussed here being reminded by the 
general eligibility of all men to study the Vedas 
in the previous sutra, which makes the Prasanga 
very strong. For if we do not accept eligibility 
of the gods to study vedas, Then the statement. 
that ‘Viswedevas serve Him or Vishnu’, will not 
be consistent and meaningful. Only with the 
eligibilty of gods the statement will be valid and 
Vishnu will be one fit to be worshipped by gods. 
Hence ultimately the attribute of being worship- 
ped by all gods is being shown as fully applicable 
to Vishnu alone. So Samanvaya is shown in the 
Jong- run of fadar in Vishnu. Hence then 
is the connectioa of Antarbhava also. 


15 
PADA IV 


Now in this Pada words that are used to 
denote only other Things than Vishnu, are shown 
to connote Vishnu alone, on the strength of a 
statement in Bhashya or by the principle of eli— 
mination. For the words to be proved to apply to 
Vishnu are 1) Words famous to mean other 
things than vishnu- 2)Words formed to mean both 
Vishnu and other things. 3) and words famous 
to mean other things only. As the first two 
varieties are already dealt with in their proper 
contexts, the remaining (Rs) is the topic of 
of ‘This Pada. 

= Here first the topic that is taken for dis— 
cussion is this. In certain branches of Katha it 
is stated ‘nga: at aeued aena gag: qU? «shar qa 
g gfaa:’. The words-like asara and aga and sa 
show the very things they mean and not Vishnu. 
For acqyt is said to be subordinate to Purusha 
and sia is said to be miserable. So if azaga and 
sta refer to Vishnu, then Vishnu would be sub- 
ordinate to Purusha and he would be ‘miserable’. 
Za. 

Wherever there is scope for misinterpreta- 
tion, Raghavendra steps in and averts it, by 
sound direction. Here ie weqea wed 9¢ ada difficult 
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to be construed. So he dissolves it as Bahuvrihi 
compound as away ged ae aa. Then the constru- 
ction is simple and the meaning is clear. Brahma 
the Greatest has the word nea to refer it.’ 

Now that if asma is made to refer to 
Brahma, he will be contextually reduced to the 
status of subordinate to Purush, is no dodge 
running against samanvaya of aeia in Brahma; 
For thie dodge runs counter to the statements. 
in shruti and smriti- Besides the word ge and 
others are not to be construed with the person, 
only on acoount of its possession(g:dt means one 
having or. possessing misery} It may also mean 
one who has mastery over misery-which meaning 
fits in with Vishnu. Common usage warrants 
such æ use. A king is said to be defeated on 
account of the defeat of his servants. 


Thus the possessive termination aqz is used 
in the sense of possessor, or the supporter, 
(enfia, asaca) Practice and rule admit both the 
senses, asin gat and warmest. There the word 
gat also can be applied to Brahman in the sense 
of ‘one having full control over misery’- 

Thus the objection that- if aaa is applied 
to Brahman according to the usage of the learned 
then it will be subordinate to purusha; (aawa) is 
easiily waved because Brahma may be called aa% 
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in the sense that Prakriti or Primordial. matter, 
that is (ast; subordinate to Purush, is subordinate 
to Brahma. Though Brahma itself is not aaz, 
it has mastery over (wax), that is Prakriti. 


If thus argued, the opponent may easily 
show the opposition of Pramanas like the Vedas. 
For Jevas alone are called gfea:;. so Brahma 
cannot be giaa: 


To this objection the rejoinder is Brahma 
also is g:faa in its another sense. Brahma does 
not posses 3.q- But the possessive termination g1 
only means aq aem afta that there is relationship 
between ga and Brahman. When gfe refers to 
Brahman the relationship is not inherence as in 
the case of sia; it is mastery or fali control in 
the case of Brahman. 


In order to justify the validity of the state- 
ment that all words connote in the highest sense 
Brahman, gdt also must be proved to have its 
connotational reference to Brahman. The only 
way todo so is as shown above. 


That may be as in the case of afga t: rmination 
like g4. But how to explain it in the case of pda 
termination as in the case of ag or in words of 
common usage as aat? 
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Now ag is derived from the] root #4 and the 
a, termination of the Past passive participle. 
Now how to explain ag with reference to Brahman? 
Again how to explain the form of a full-fledged 
verb with reference to Brahman as in “thes 
will be tied down to the womb” ? 


In the oase cf ag ‘atamai amaaa az 
means either a substantive like bondage (arajor an 
object of bondage (s4). Here the second meaning 
is accepted. (wñ) In This object of bondage we 
must determine the relationship between object 
and bondage. For the relationship warranted 
by Grammar is only general and unparticularised. 
Hence the relationship may be of ‘mastery’: So 
ag with reference to Brahman means one who 
has mastery over bondage or bound Jeevas. 


In the oase of verbal form like sada there is 
the root and the termination. The root s43 means 
Aaaa or Getting (a place in) the womb or 
bondage. The termination means sda and this 
agency isin the context of bondage; hence the, 
verb means ‘One who is an agent in getting a 
place inthe womb’. Hari plays the part of an 
agent in according a place for sta in the womb} 
of the mother. or Hari has mastery over the) 
Jeevas in getting a place in the womb for them»; 


i 
i 


I 


19 


Thus there is no objection in using these words 
ag and aat with reference to Brahman. atqa also 
is explained in the same manner as in the case 
of the other two. 


Now when aaz is used verbally in a sentence 
then we can show its application to Brahman 
also,by etymological derivation and application of 
grammar rules; but watza is not there in verbal 
presence but it is implied in the statement, Then 
how to convert that lower implication into higher 
one, sò as to suit its usage with reference to 
Brahman ? 


The statement referred to is asqar Jeq:qe 
here aata is inferred by presumption or Artha- 
patti. If azeqsa is Brahman he will be subordinate 
to Purusha. The ablative used is mesninglesa 
without its being aaz or Subordinate. 


This presumed aawa should now be explained 
with reference to Brahman, The explanation is 
as follows:—- The statement is aeaama gua: qt: 
Purusha is Superior to Avyakta. The meaning 
of the Ablative after aqwa is the limit or object 
(xafa) compared with which Purusha is superior. 
So asqa has waft not as it would inherit it or 
contain it, but as it would express mastery over 
it. Therefore there is no objection for presuming 
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aa to be the object of comparison with qt 
which is superior and hence it may also inhere 
inferiority. But when aenga is used with reference 
to Brahman, that inferiority due to its being 
the object of comparison with the Superior 
Purusha is directly under the control of Brahman 
as in the case of another real inferior object. 
Hence consistentiy you can use wav to connote 
Brahman: 


But this moshod of connotative interpreta- 
tion is archaic and out-moded. Words in Krit 
Tadhita and Samasa should be used in connota- 
tions warranted by usage only. Krit and Tadhita 
are used to show relationship of interence or 
Support and not that of mastery or full control, 
in practice. Hence depending upon this out- 
modad method you cannot show the Samanvaya 
of all words in Brahman. 


. Just es Krit and Tadhita termination connote 
the relationship of Support or recipient primarily 
so.also they connote primarily mastery or full 
control. The Sutra agerefifa, is interpreted as 
az afaq afta and afery shows- recipient; So also 
it is said to be wentka and asa shows mastery. 
Hence you cannot object to all words signifying 
the meaning of Brahmen in the highest sense. 
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For just as common meaning is the primary 
meaning, so also this esoteric highest sense of 
words too viz Brahman, is equally primary 
meaning. 

If on the other hand full control or freedom 
is not recognised ag the reason for usage then 
you cannot justify the usege of war sA the king 
is victorious; For the King has not won. victory; 
he is called ‘victorious only because he has full 
contro] over those who have won victory for him. 
Hence we must recognise full mastery as a 
criterion of usage. 


You cannot even higgie abou; meaning being 
primary, another meaning being secondary. Fol 
there are no reasons to decide which ove of these 
two is primary snd which one secondary: 


_ Again frequency in usage is not the Cause of 
its being primary; becauee often words are used 
in secondary meaning. “dedstesds weep” is often 
used; still it is secondary in sense; while even when 
a word ie newly used in its etymological meaning 
it is still primary: So ail words are frequently 
used to connote things of the world, still that 
worldly meaning cannot be primary; while the 
esoteric meaning of all the words is strictly 
restricted to learned circle. Still that meaning 
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is primary. It is through ignorance that people 
use words in their worldly sense; For people do 
not know that every word has the higher meaning 
of Brahma and that is the chief meaning. 


Now again if Mastery or liberty is the 
criteria of usage, as explained so far, when the 
servant is bound or when he dies let it be told 
that the king died or is bound. (W3 ag aaar tiwrag: 
aaat) But such usage is not found. Hence mast- 
ery or liberty cannot be the Criterion of usage; 
ubis is the objection. 

A word is used in its meaning if the word 
possesses the reason for that usage (aafafafeea). 
As there is no such usage as wet therefore 
Liberty is not the reason for such usage. Now 
again which is predominant: usage or the property 
or reason, which determines the application or 
usage? First usage and then search for its reason? 
or First reason and following it the usage ? 


For this we must see whether the usage is 
primary and paramount. If it is secondary, 
usage follows the reason. If it.is primary, reason 
is but the group of properties; while in former 
oase it is only a part of that group. 

Raghavendra suggests arule in conformity 
with all these observations to guide us through 
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these complications. That sense which fs signi 
fied by the word and in which the word is often 
used, is the most predominant of all the senses 
of the word. 


Now the context is only of the primary 
connotation, For the interpretation of words like 
gA, aq and aat is on hand; All these are applied 
to Souls or Jeevas, Still in the highest sense they 
are applied to Brahman. No have only primary 
mode of interpretation; the relation is ‘mastery’ 
and not ‘in herence’ and hence ‘mastery is the 
chief reason for the usage’ 


While the Secondary interpretation is going 
on; the reason for usage is the connection of the 
primary meaning or the similarity with the 
primary meaning. Hence it is only a part of the 
properties that constitute the reason. 


Raghavendra gives a very lucid and crystal 
clear explanation here. fag is used with refernce 
to åa (aa: fag:) Here fag: is used in a secondry 
sense (brave). But these is no usage like tag: 
ma: though ada isa legendary animal similar 
to fag. So if the reason for usage is merely simi- 
garity with the primary meaning then tag: ad 
would have been good usage. But such usage is 
not warranted by Grammar practice. So simj 
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larity with the primary meaning constitutes a 
part of. and not the whole of properties. 


In the same manner the word tuna denotes 
the issue of vaq (a cowherd) which constitutes 
the reason for ueage. For the sutra aem agen 
enjoins the termination ay. Hence the issue of 
aqq is the property which constitutes the 
reason of the usage. If this is not so stana might 
not be used in the same context with reference to 
the issue of saq Fhe example of the word fag not 
being used to refer to ade illustrates this case. 
But these are no such in stances of dana not being 
‘used in some cases of the issue of say. Therefore 
‘the reason for the usage constitutes the property 
of the word. 


Now what ie the source or crigin of usage or 
uma, Is it tho inherent power in the word ? 
Or ie it grammar which constitutes the origin to 
determine the inherent power? in the former case 
the charge that ‘king is bound’ shall have to be 
used, will no longer be undesirable. For the 
words ‘king is bound’ have the inherent verbal 
power to express the meaning of ‘king is bound’. 
The Second alternative also does not stand. 
For the whole problem is thrashed out thus by 


Jayateortha. 
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We do admit that ‘mastery or control’ is the 
reason of the usage. Then let there be the usage 
of ‘King is bound’ when his servant is bound. 
There isno such usage; because there is some 
hindrance to such usage. A man who knows the 
art of interpretation entertains a doubt whether 
this usage is due to the faot that his servant is 
bound or the king himself is bound. As the pre 
requisites like completion of sense; compatibility 
and Juxta position are to be found in both the 
contexts the statement yields good meaning in 
both the contexts. Hence the doubt; and hence 
the absence of such usage- But this. absence of 
usage does not necessitate ‘Mastery’ to forfeit 
its claim to be the cause of this usage. For fear 
of doubt cannot stop usege being operated. 

Here Jayateerth gives an illustration from 
Grammar; and Raghavendra explainsthat example 
This example is to illustrate the fact that mere fear 
of doubt will not deter the usage. To seek brevity 
of expression Panini has intelligently grouped 
the letters of the alpkabet with a eign-letter at 
the end. For instance agew; here ay means all 
letters between a and w inclusive of a. But iù 
such grouping the final sign-letter. w is used twice 
(aq also). Bo ay means the group consisting of 
a, g, 3 or with the v in aw all letters of alphabet. 


26 


There is a sutra a Sfeqaaier and there is the 
doubt whether #q means only azz or all letters of 
alphabet. Mahabhashyakar while elucidating this 
sutra of Panini warns us that this fear of doubt 
does not invalidate the sutra: It leaves scope to 
the commentator to explain what sot means in a 
particular context; and the sutra proceeds to 
operate, without any deterrent. The commentator 
tells us that except in the Sutra ayfaqaate in all 
other oases q should not be taken from the last ao. 


Now Raghavendra rounds up the whole 
disoussion in his masterly way. If ‘mastery’ is 
the reason of usage then let there be the usage of 
uimgg: when really the servent is bound. There 
fs no such sage. yet you cannot conclude that 
‘mastery’ is not, hence, the reason of usage» For 
there is another reason for the absence of usage- 
There is one hindrance for its usage. And when 
there fs no such hindrance we find the usage of ag 
and others: 

Another thing, we must observe is that, when 
a aa or bad quality like agis predicated then 
only you press for ‘mastery’ to forfeit its claim of 
being the reason of ususge- Even when we show 
that the real reason for the absence of usage is 
some hindrance, if you press for mastery to lose 
its elam, then even when we attribute aome good 
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quality like (victory) let there be no such usage as 

qadt as ‘Mastery’ accerding to your contention 
is not the reason for usege. But there is such 
usage in the predication of good quality. 


Hence we conclude that the cause of absence 
of usage of ag is hindrance. And in the absence 
of this hindrence there is the usage of attributes 
being predicated only if they are good. 


Acharya, to come to the tople on hand, tells 
us that it is an undisputed opinion that ‘Mastery’ 
is the chief reason of usage when respectable 
persons are referred to; 


Now all words are made to apply to Vishnu 
in their highest reference. And the chief reason 
for this application or usage is ‘mastery’ we must 
bear in mind that Vishnu is immune from defects 
and that learned men cf god-vision never doubt 
the absence of defects in Vishnu. Hence full 
mastery of Vishnu over all is the reason of the 
usage even in the case of words havaig bad senses- 
The words like a:t ag and others of the type 
are made toapply to Vishnu without vitiating 
his nature of immaculate ‘purity. Vishnu is 
completely and constantly of holy and auspicious 
nature. Therefore all words of impure and unholy 
connotation for the reason of his full mastery over 
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al}, may enter into himin the highest significance, 
But the worldly things being of mixed nature give 
scope for doubt whether ag is used on account of 
the # in the servant or master. But there is 
no such scope for doubt in the case of Vishnu 
as he is decidedly known to be dagt or immune 
from all ats. AIl words connoting defects 
raise him with ennobling merits when spplied 
‘to him. Hence amaa can be very well made to 
apply to Vishnu without the least hesitation. 


aiamaa or- the application of all words-both 
sacred and secular to Brahman is easily said, 
but it is very difficult to maintain it confronting 
all situations which are the drastic consequences 
of this commitment: ‘There are statements in 
veda like ‘One desirous of heaven should 
perform the sacrifice of sifasia. In spring and 
spring one should perform sacrifice. Now how: 
to interpret these statements so, as to mean 
exlusively Brahman or Vishnu? 


The opponent means to say that this is not 
possible, For if at all such injuctions mean 
Brahma, it must be either the sense of words 
or the import of the sentence. It is not 
the import of the sentence. For the sentence is 
accepted to mean the desirability of the. perfor- 
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mance of Jyotistoma.Yaga- The other alternative 
of words yielding the sense of Brahma is also not 
possible. For the word signifies a sense either 
through the mode of convention (afe) or derivation 
aa. Interpretation by convention lands Brahman 
into the same category of insensible and 
destructible things like Jotistoma. Besides a 
word like Vasanta cannot have two conventional 
meanings. Moreover what is the purpose of 
significance of these words to be Brahman by 
convention? The main purpose of adawaz is to 
prove that Brahman is full of suspicious qualities. 
Only derivation will reveal these qualities and 
not convention. Hence convention defeats the 
purpose; “If thus you run to derivation, you are 
interpreting a word to mean Brahman through a 
lower mode of interpretation; For derivation is 
inferior to convention. Thus your ambition of 
interpreting the word through the main mode is 
defeated. 

Besides many more difficulties stand before 
us.in bewildering number and force.. Both the 
stem-word and termination cannot have the same 
meaning of Brahma. The rituals will be baseless 
and so on and so forth. Hence the assertion that 
all words mean Brabman is unwarranted in- 
judicious, harmful and undesirable. 
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As a rejoinder to this objection, the sutrakara 
accepts that words yield the meaning of 
Brahma through the mode of derivation ( att). 
The word witfa is derived from fa which means 
‘born’ and aft ‘that has entered into’. ‘ All 
things born get entrance into Hari who has the 
form suitable to impel us into activity. So he is 
q. This is sifa or Brahman. 


This field of derivation is a fertile field 
for the crop of grammatical elucidation and 
Raghavendra finds himself in his own element 
and makes a rich display of grammatical appli- 
cation and calls forth into service the whole 
range of grammar literature: We were very 
easily tempted to place before the reader the 
bumper Crop of Grammatical erudition; but the 
limitation of time and space does not permit us 
to have that pleasure. Most reluotantly we akip 
over it as it will not be of any interest to the 
general reader. 


Acharya begins this grammatical derivation 
and Jayateertha adds more details. But 
Raghavendra gives an exhaustive application of 
grammatical rules marshalling them into service 
from the whole range of that literature: Some 
times he even goes to establish coheroncy and 
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2. 


consistency removing the apparent conflicts 
in different books on grammar. 


Thus all the hymns in the four vedas can be 
interpreted to mean Brahma in the highest and 
chief mode of interpretation. All the words— 
whether nouas or adjectives or verbs or any part 
of speech can be derived to mean a noun in the 
vocative case, So that the whole veda is a prayer 
addressed to Paramatman- 


All words are derived; they are all in tho 
vocative case. Hence there is no scope for the 
verb to function with reference to which all other 
words in the sentence adjust their inflexion. when 
the words are derived these objects of action, 
instrument of action do not come into existence 
at all. therefore Samanvaya need not be charged 
with the offence of giving no scope to inflexions 
in enriching the meaning of sentences. For they 
are not existing at all: 


All words—letters that go to form them, and 
even the accents—have been derived to show 
different meanings which constitute the sense of 
innumerable qualities of Brahman. So the whole 
of Karms kanda has been shown to express the 
essential qualities of Brahman, and a Samanvaya 
has been successfully instituted, through the 
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interpretations cf words. Now even if samanvaya 
is scught through the import of the sentence, 
there is no harm. The objection that the rituali- 
stic functions will be baseless; For the very vedas 
whick. support them are made to desoribe 
Brahman, is also answered. 


For the Karma kanda does not stop at 
describing the rituals which yield short lived and 
insignificant fruits, but they find their fulfilment 
in the acquisition of Knowledge of Brahman, 
There is an example which illustrates the truth 
of this statement. Even in this Karma Kanda 
there are sentences which describe the post of 
sacrifice afad agtaafa » ad feat 1 adaafas and so 
òn- Yupa is made of Khadira tree. That post 
is cut and is polished, And these sentences have 
the purpose of proving the desirability of perfor- 
ming the sacrifice of Jyotistama. So also the 
whole of Karma Kanda describes the Karmas 
or rituals for the sake of Knowledge of Brahman 
which we get when we interpret the same Karma 
Kanda by the method of Samanvaya. 


Samanvaya through the import of a sentence 
is prescribed for the Commonly man who is 
uninitiated. For these cannot get knowledge of 
Brahman through the difficult process of doriva- 
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tion of words: It is said in Veda ‘who knows the 
derivation of words in the Vedas ?” The reply is 
m: (means) Brahma alone knows it. 


But thia leads to another difficulty. How is 
it that one word @: gives two meanings even when 
used once? The answer is that even a word once 
used is able to give two meanings through a 
teshvical process known aa Tantra. If by repetion 
one word is to yield two meauings it must be 
warranted by ar. unequivecal evidenco That 
evidence ia of the type of presumption (agut 
aquf) Brahma alone knows the derivative 
method of interptation of Veda” and in another 
“The syntactical relation is known to all” are the 
two evidences which are at daggers drawn unless 
they are reconciled as done above. The nature of 
logical conflict of these two Shruties necessitating 
reconciliation is the evidence known as 
presumption. 

Another difficulty is if euch derivative method 
exclusiveiy Known to Brahma is to be recognised 
as a method of interpretation, it is an artificial 
and not universal relationship between the word 
and its meaning and in the derivative method of 
interpretation that is the exclusive method known 
to Brahma, this uriversal relation is elbowed 
out of the way: 
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But this objection is explained thus: The 
relation between the word and its meaning, though 
one man’s possession yet it is a thing eternally 
existing. And Brahma (creator) is initiated into 
it everytime before croation by Vishnu. So it i8 
not the creation of Brahma’s imagination but 
that which was existing but in a potentia] 
condition, has now become real. 

Besides the whole of the derivative method 
is only Known to Brahma (the creator); while a 
part is Known to Vamadev and many otherr, 
These words like arma and au signify in the 
derivative sense Parabrahma who is the Immanent 
in them (gaa: waaay). Thus the Knowledge of 
derivative method is wholly Known to Brahma 
(the creator) partially to Vamadeva and Surya 
still less to others through the grace of Vamadev 
and others. Hence the derivative method is not 
exolusive and personal but universal and imper- 
sonal. Thus the objection of exclusiveness in 
derivative method ig waved out. 

In the coming Adhikarana the following 
types of words are shown to signify Brahman in 
the derivative sense. 1) words that come in 
conflict with the Sovereignty of Brahman. 2) 
words other than those that are already interpreted 
and those that would be interpreted 3) words 
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that connote plenty 4) words denoting things 
which are the effects of one and causes of another: 
5) words of fiminine gender and 6) words 
expressive of negation or absence. 


Raghavendra does not allow us to accept an 
unwarranted or unauthorised meaning of a 
compound word. So he gives dissolution of 
compounds and seeks conformity with the total 
meaning fafa adageasrem eat faafaa is the com- 
pound word. Here every word is supposed to be 
Sga and then dis:olved as one Dwandva compound. 
Or fattfa, ager - fda. a, fafa -fia Dwandva 
and then gà aea afea efa fife -aafaa one pda- 


Whatever in the statement of Acharya is 
found ambigeous Jayateertha explains: That 
there are Seven Adhilkaranas in this Pada, is 
Known from Bhashya and the commentary on it. 
But Anuvyakhyana mentions only six topics as 
the subject-matter of Adhikaranas. 


Now Jayateerth fills up the gap by saying 
that ad or all, includes the topic of Samakarshadhi 
karans. The purpose of that Adhikarana is to 
remove the doubt raised by Jyotiradhikarana. 
This statement requires explanation and 
Raghavendra is ready with that- In Jyotiradhi- 
karana there is a sutra known as weqalatara 
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which shows that the mode of Convention (efe): 


which ia established after consulting the vedas, 
glossary of difficult words, and its explanatory 


commentry and grammar, denotes alse a thing. 


different from the high mode of derivation, Thus 
these two meanings are accepted and hence, 
inspite of the faci that all words are derived to 
show that Brahman is their sense, the rituals 
and sequence are not expelled and derivation 
also has not lost its prestige. 


But this is not ‘fair. For just as the word, 


aw yields many meanings, through equally 
important modes of interpretation, so also all 
words shall have to eignify both sacred and 
secular senses — Brahman and otherthings— 
through equally important modes of interpreta- 
tion. But this runs counter to what the Sutrakara 
has accepted. In adqunrqata g meaning wamttw or 
exclusiveness precludes the possibility ef both the 
modes being of the same stature. The higher 
derivative and esoteric mode signified Brahman 
‘alone and not any other meaning. 


Fhis is the objection on Jyotiradhikarana 
that it is not in the fitness of things to have 
admitted convention (efs) as the mode of inter- 
pretation in the case of other senses. The Sama- 
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Karshadhikarana tells us that fè or convention 
is‘ operating in both the interpretation of Brahma. 
Rudhi is operatiag with greater intensity’ than i in 
the interpretation of others. 


In Chandrika however it is argued that the 
fifth Adhikarana, like the second, refers to all 
words. So the fifth need not have a separate 
argumentation from that of the second. Only 
the argumentations are different; hence there is 
the arrangement of a different Adhikaraana. 


The topic of SamaKarshachikarana is the 
interpretation of a sentence. So long all words 
were interpreted to mean Brahman. Now the 
interpretational operation gets back from 
Brahman and through the interpretation of 
sentenses engages itself in other secular things; 
so that the words deal in secular meanings- 


Now the question is whether this interprete- 
tion of sentence is an accepted mode of inter- 
pretateon cf Badarayana: 


It is argued that vedio knowledge is essential 
for realising Moksha. But interpretation of veda 
through the mode of derivation of: words is 
beyond the reach of ordinary common men. 
Hence they develop an aversion towards Moksha, 
and cease to make an attempt for it. None but 
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a fool attempts to eat up the sir exhaustively. 
Sutrakara himself condemns the indifference 
and aversion of these laymen towards Moksha; 
and substitutes for the difficult mode, an easy 
mode of interpretation of the import of the 
sentence. Badarayana expresses his own opinion 
as the opinions of Jaimini and others. 


Here we see Vedavya’s generosity well 
attested. For the whole of the metaphysical 
” Knowledge belongs to Vedavyasa, and Jaimini 
and others, are his devoted disciples specialising 
in some part of metaphysics. In his unlimited 
love of his disciple Vedavyasa cherishes a desire 
that his disciples should become famous. Hence 
certain tenets apparently onpflicting with each 
other; yet really consistent parts of the whole 
are associated with each one of them, though in 
their whole they all reconcile in the large meta- 
physicial conception of Vedavyasa. 


Now This Vakyanvaya is said to be of three 
kinds:— 1) Acecrding to Jaimini words naturally 
engaged in conveying the meaning of Brahman 
are brought back to convey the meaning of 
things of the world in order that one should be 
detached from them (Karma, gods, sacrifice etc.) 
and be strongly attached to the Knowledge of 
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Brahman. 2) According to Asma-rathya the 
Vaidika words convey the meaning of worldly 
things in order that one may get the means of 
acquiring the Knowledge of Brabma. Karma 
performed leads to the Knowledge of Brahma. 
3) Kashakristna thinks that the world is embeded 
in Brahman. In order to realise that Brahman 
is the substratum for all, we must know all i.e. 
Karma gods and others. 


But these three opinions are not conflicting. 
These three views are expressed so as to suit 
aspirants of different spiritual standards. The 
first is for the man of the lowest standard of 
realisation and second is for the middle olass of 
people and the third is for the men of the highest 
realisation. 


So long all words through the mode of 
derivation (dafa) are shown to convey (which is 
the highest mode of interpretation) the meaning 
of Brahman. In this context we naturally enter 
into the field of interpretation and recognise its 
differedt modes and their status ia the world of 
word-symbolism and their means and methods of 
interpretation, 


Formerly it was objected that if words donot 
signify other meanings than Vishnu then all 
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communication and performance of daily Karmas 
would be completely stopped. To this objection 
Badarayana replies that these other purposes of 
of verbal communication are recognised and 
conventionally worde convey various other 
meanings also so as to suit the various purposes, 
Yet all words depending upon the strength of 
express statements mean Vishnu in conformity 
with the convention of various other meanings. 


But if the convention of various other mean- 
ings conflicte with the conveyance of the highest 
meaning of Paramatman, other meanings are 
rejected to these words to enable them to signify 
Paramatman with all their power of expressing 
‘highest sense. A clear verdict is given in the 
case of such semantic conflicts that the chief 
meaning of each word ig Paramatman and on the 
basis of and at the sufierence of this fact semantics 
deals with the various other meanings of words 
either through the mode of convention or deri- 
vation. 

Hence the mode of interpretation which 
signifies Paramatman in the case of all words is 
the highest chief mode; while in the case of other 
meanings it is only the chief mode of interpreta- 
tion, or Secondary cr subordinate mode. Thus 
words have three modes of signification, 
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In case of secular interpretation of words 
we have modes 1 1) Derivation or yoga. 2) 
Convention or Rudhi 3) Derivation—cum- 
convention, yoga rudhi. In the same manner 
while interpreting words in the sacred sense of 
Hari we may have corresponding higher modes 
of interpretation as Masha yoga or Higher 
derivation Maha rudhi or higher convention and 
Mahayoga rudhi or higher derivation—cum- 
convertion: But Maharudbi is not recognised 
as an esoteric and higher mode of interpretation. 
For the convention of the learned is always 
through derivation. 

Se now the higher derivation is that which 
connotes the unlimited quantity of the property 
of a thing which is the cause for the usage of 
the word to signify that thing, which possesses 
that property. This is one variety of Mahayoga. 
Another variety is that which connotes undisputed 
authority over that property of a thing which is 
the cause for the usage of the word to signify 
that thing which posgesses that property. 

On the whole if along with the unlimited 
property that is the cause of the usage, there is 
also frequency of usuage, it is something 
additional to make it Mahayoga. Thus unlimited 
property with the frequency of usage is the cause 
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for the chief higher mode of interpretation. 
But this qualified condition is net accepted merely 
for the sake of establishing the chief higher 
mode of interpretation; but also for the sake of 
establishing a new joint mode of conventian cum 
derivation. 


But this new mode~a hybrid of two modes 
yoga and Rudhi-should not be objected to on the 
ground that Yoga and Rudhi being different in 
nature cannot combine to form a new mode’ 
For Yoga is the mode whioh interprets the 
different parts of the word; while Rudhi interprets 
the word as a whole. Hence the new mode cannot 
be a combination of such conflicting modes. 


This objection is not sound because in the 
interpretation of certain wor’s we actually see 
these two conflicting modes operating conjointly 
to yield the meaning. ` For instance in the inter- 
pretation of the word YH to mean lotus both 
Yoga and Rudhi are found operating. Part by 
Part (aH and a) interpreting this word by the 
mode of yoga we arrive at the meaning ‘born in 
the mud’ But ‘born in the mud’ may be any thing: 
Even a frog may be ealled qax- Then Rudhi 
comes to the help of Yoga and interprets 
the whole and it means lLotusness and 
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thus limits des to wa or lotus. Thus both the 
‘modes together harmoniously work through these 
two properties in dat as the two meanings of aaa 
(salt and horse) have two different modes working 
without conflict. So both the effects are produced 
by joint co-operation of the two causes. It ia no 
use going infor a new mode of interpretation. 
For it is a longer route to cover: 


Hence only at the end of Anandamayadhi- 
karana it is stated that where there is frequency 
of usage there is convention or Rudhi and hence 
in tet this concomitance is violated; For there 
is frequency of. usage yet there is no Sadhya or 
Rudhi; For there is Yoga Rudhi- But this 
violence or safirare is avoided by stating that Yoga 
Rudhi is not a new mode of interpretation; but it 
is combination of Yoga and Rudhi. Hence in 
Pankaja there is Rudhi also; so there is no 
Vyabhichara. 


This togetherness of Yoga. avd Rudhi is 
mutually dependent. Yoga independent of Rudhi 
cannot do avy thing; Rudhi independent of 
Yoga is of no use. For Pankaja should express 
the meaning Padma or lotus, and ‘born in mud" 
through the mode of (Derivation-cum convention) 
Yoga Rudhi. So, mere Rudhi without the help of 
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Yoga cannot express the meaning of ‘born in 
mud’. Hence Rudhi in collaboration with Yoga 
alone expresses the required meaning- In the 
same manner the word Narayana to be interpreted 
by Yoga Rudhi expreases the meaning of «Vishnu’ 
who is ‘the resepticle of auspicious qualities’ 
which is derived from the component parts of the 
word. Soifthe word Narayana merely denotes 
Vishnu by convention without the help of deriva- 
tiou or Yoga which alone supplies the property of 
being recepticle of auspicious qualities, we do 
not get the required meaning. So we must accept 
Rudhi accompanied with Yoga. So it is ultimately 
decided that this new or third mode- is a combi- 
nation of the two that sre mutually dependent. 


Now crops up the main question- “ How do 
all words connote Vishnu chiefly? Or what is tho 
mode of intopretation which we should apply 
to all words in order that they connote Vishnu 
chiefly ? The answer is that all words must be 
interpreted through both the modes viz (1) Maha 
Yoga Rudhi and Maha Yega. In the case of words 
like Narayana the mode of Maha yogs Rudhi isin 
operation. In the case of words like Indra only 
Mahe yoga is in operation. For the convention of 
the learned has not been accepted in the case of 
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words like Indra. Besides the chief main mode 
of interpretation is in operation while conveying 
Vishnu- which means that in Vishnu there is 
unlimited advance of the property that is cause 
of verbal operation and alzo frequency of usage. 

Here arises a doubt. Why this extra ordinary 
mode of interpretation should be accepted in the 
case of words to convey the meaning of Vishnu? 
Why should not the ordivary modes be allowed 
to operate to convey the meaning of Vishnu? To 
this the reply is that Maha yoga is a mode which 
needs unlimited causal property but has no 
frequency of usage. Bnt Maha yoga rudhi is that 
mode which collaborates with Maha yoga and yet 
conveys the integrated meaning (ads afa) Thus 
-you find some thing extraordinary in the model 
operation while conveying Vishnu, quite distinct 
from common modal operation. In the ordinary 
operation of modes we do not find the necessity 
of the unlimited nature of the property that is 
the cause of usage. 

Raghavendra now goes from the sacred Mode 
of interpretation to secular mode of interpretation 
The chief mode of interpretation is that which 
depends upon the inherent (Shakti) power of the 
word. This chief mode is of three types : (1)Deri- 
vation (dm), convention (ef) and Derivation cum 
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covention (ata ef). Yoga is the derived meaning 
and hence it is distinct. from convention. This 
Yoga isa mode and mode is an interpretatory 
method (adsiaaraneag). This method of Yoga is 
called derivative because it interprets the word 
depending upon the inherent power not of the 
whole word but of its each component part, to 
convey the meaning instances of Krit Tadhita 
and samasa are given to illustrate derivation. 
Kumbhakara (warte) is an instance of krit. stana 
is an instance of Tadhita and ragas is an instance 
of samasa or compound, 


Raghavendra shows how gaet is derived. 
(gq màla sfa) Kumbha is the pot which is the 
object or Karma. The root Kri ($) and the 
termination ay under goes vridhi and with the 
termination 4 becomes pamte: gat: wad Here 
before the word sat the termination am is added 
on the strength of the sutra amwa. Then the 
beginning 3 undergoes vridhi by afgaq aat anè: and 
the ending 3 undergoes Guna and the case ending 
at the end of the part is dropped and with termi- 
nation g the form siama: is ready. Similarly 
wargea: is the dissolution and the case ending after 
qaq is dropped and with the termination | we 
have the form wagas: 
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But it is objected that this sort of deriva- 
tional interpretation is only for the purpose of 
understanding, otherwise these words also should 
be considered to belong to the category of con- 
vention in mode of interpretation. For the parts 
together convey nothing more nor less than what 
the whole mean in the primary way. This is borne 
out by the statement that ‘All these words are 
conventional in meaning like the words Trees 
and others ’. 


But this objection is not sound. For there 
will be no reason then if the meaning is changed 
by the removal and insertion of the parts. If 
Raja and Purusha denote one thing; in the place 
of Raja if Amatya is inserted it means another 
thing. So is the case with Kumbhakara. 


Now Acharya defines Rudhi or Convention. 
That mode of interpretation which depends only 
on the frequency of usage, being integral in nature 
is Rudhi or convention. The power which inheres 
in the integrated meaning is convention no doubt. 
But frequency of usage is its peculiar characteris- 
tic. The whole thing means that the mode, not 
depending upon the senses of oomponont parts 
having similarity with primary sense and not 
relating to primary sense is the ounvention. 


48 


‘So far the primary way of interpretation wag 
considered, which was independent and direct in 
its connotation. Now the dependent ways of inter- 
pretation which are indirect inthis denotation, 
like Gaunee and Lakshana sre considered. 


Gauneo is subsidiary mode; while Lakshana 
is secondary. Now the subsidiary mods is that 
which is found when the word used in some other 
meaning thau the primary one, depending up on 
the similarity eto; while the secondary modë 
depends upon the relation it bears to the primary 
meaning. 

‘Manavake is a lion’ is an instance of Gaunee 
mode of interpretation. Now primary meaning of 
the word lion ie‘Lionness.’ By Gaunes Vritte “Lion 
means ‘Similar to Lion’. Thus that is subordinate 
mode of interpretation in which the primary. 
meaning is not accepted but something other. 
than it and similar to it is accepted. 

Then the secondary mode also is taken up 
for discussion, as both of them come under 
one category namely dependent mode of inter- 
pretation. Here also something other than 
primary is accepted as meaning. But that is 
only related to the primary meaning. “The hut 
is in the Ganga’. ‘The primary meaning is the 
current of Ganga. The bank ia connected with the 
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Current. Bo Ganga Secondarily means ‘the bank 
of the Ganga’. 


In the definition of Gaunee “something other 
than primary” describes its nature but does not 
constitute its essential parte Raghavendra warns 
us not to be over-enthusiastic about alloting 
propriety to every word or phrase. Jn that strain 
some have said that even primary interpretation 
depends upon similarity. To distinguish Gaunee 
from primary “Some thing other than primary” 
is hence inserted in the definition of Gaunee, 


But this contention of some is not true. For 
similarity by mere existence does not constitute 
the course of primery interpretation. But simi- 
larity qualifies ‘Cowaesa’ to be the real cause of 
primary interpretation. By itself similarity has 
no part to play in primary interpretation. Other- 
wise just as in ‘Chaitra is a Hon’ the meaning is 
‘Chaitra is similar tos lion’ so also in ‘This is a 
cow’ (in primary interpretation) the meaning 
should have been «This is similar to a cow’. Henoe 
in primary faterpretation similarity plays no role 
in constituting a causes But it mekes cowness 
efficient to become a cause. Sseing a body like 
that cf a cow one «calla it a cow, because it has 
similar cowness. Hence in some books the 
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definition of Gaunee mode is only the mode in 
which there is similarity to the primary meaning 
and ‘Something other than primary meaning’ fs 
not at all mentioned: 


Now Lakshana or Secondary mode of 
interpretation ia said to be @ mode in which the 
meaning is settled to be something connected 
with primary meaning; while subordinate is that 
which is settled to be something similar to 
primary. Both these modes depend upon the 
inapplicability of primary meaning and have 
some definite purpose, in view- . 


Thus Kavyaprakasha mentions three causes 
of secondary mode of interpretation: 1) one is 
inapplicability of primary meaning, 2) another is 
its connection and 3) the third is convention or 
purpose. The third is illustrated by two examples: 
One is saraf The bedsteads cry or weep- Here 
bedsteads conventionally mean ‘Children in the 
bed‘ by secondary mode of icterpretation- But 
in immi de: Ganga means the bank of the Ganga 
and Ganga is used in this secondary sense for 
the purpose showizg nearness and holy nature 
in the vig: or huts. That super-imposed (not 
natural) function of the word which expresses 
the non—primary sense is called the secondary 
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mode of interpretation. This super-imposition 
of the function of the word, means the conceal 
ment of the primary mesning and signifying 
some other meaning. 


In the case of subordinate mode of inter- 
pretation if one agrees to the three requisits 
the second requisite, connection with primary 
means similarity to the primary meaning. 


As shown above.convention cannot constitute 
a cause for dependant interpretation, Hence 
convention is not included. Only three causes as 
inapplicability of primarv sense, its oonnections 
and purpose constitute causes for dependent 
interpretation. 


Really speaking connection with the primary 
meaning is the real cause for secondary mode, 
The other two are to be rejected. Firat the 
inapplicability of primary meaning is ascertained 
only after the primary meaning is applied. Hence 
the inapplicability of primary meaning is not the 
cause for the function of a word to express the 
dependent meaning. But the knowledge of the 
inappiicability of the primary meaniug is the 
carne of understanding the dependent meaning, 
Therefore the word, inorder to express the 
secondary meaning does not require the help of 
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inapplicability of primary meaning. Nor does 
the user of the word require it for using it. But 
the knowar needs the inapplicability of the 
primary meanirg for knowing dGependendent 
moaning, 


Purpose is said to ke the second cause of 
secondary meaning. This too does not hold good. 
Purpose in no way plays its role in the function 
of the word to express the dependent mesning. 
The user and ths knower both consult each. other 
about the purpose of using the word in its 
dependent meaning while the independent mean- 
ing is at their disposal. 


Raghavendra now settles an order of prefe-. 
rence among the different modes of interpretation. 
The original statement is “If there is the 
inspplicability of the primary or independent 
meaning, then there is the chance of the appli- 
cability of the dependent meaning. Now several 
modes are brought into play, clashing against each 
other. Hence an order of preference is to be settled. 
When the primary is not applicable dependent 
(Secondary or subordinate want or dit) should be 
applied. This hae been interpreted as when the 
highest primary meaning is impossible ordinary 
primary should be accepted. When ordinary 
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primary is impossible then Subordinate or Gaunee 
should be ancepted. When Gaunes is impossible 
Then Secondary or Lakshana should be accepted. 


This order of preference is entirely based 
upon a rational basis of nearness or poroximity 
and distance of meaning to the mode. For the 
highest primary is nearer to the Knowledge of 
meaning than the primary: It is said Gaunee 
is nearer to the Knowledge of ths meaning than 
Lakshana. Hence Lakshana is said to be the 
lowest mode possible. 


At this stage a simple objection is raised, 
In the expression qimat Ma: the word dmat without 
the help of any dependent Vritties or moder, in 
the primary mode only, may be derived by certain 
rules of Grammar to mean aatdafad in the direct 
mode of interpretation. So why should we go in 
for the dependent modes ? ardagi stands a Qood 
example to illustrate the truth of this stetement- 
Just as this word by the application of certain 
rules of Grammar means a kind of fruit, so also 
imat without using any secondary mode of 
interpretation, merely by the application of rules 
of Grammar means ‘Pertaining to Ganga’. Then 
why go in for this subordinate or secondary 
mode of interpretation ? 
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If so by the primary mode of interpretation 
itself Ganga means both Ganga and its bank: 
As soon as the word is uttered both the meanings 
Joom large in consciousness. Then there will be 
no succession as is experienced. Frst one will be 
conscious of the primary meaning ‘Ganga’ then 
when it is found in-applicable ‘its bank’ will flash 
upon our mind. Hence the subordinate and 
secondary modes must be accepted in order to 
keep true to our own experience. 


Again between derivational mode and cony- 
entional mode the objector says convention is 
stronger than derivation in the interpretation of 
words. Hence it is argued that by derivation 
if you show particular word to convey the 
meaning of Paramatman that is not the Chief 
meaning of the word. 


The rejoinder tc this question is that the 
convention of the ignorant cannot be as strong 
as the derivation of the learned. Here it is the 
derivation of the learned that interprets the word 
to mean Paramatman. Hence yoga or derivation 
in the Case of Paramatman is stronger; besides 
it collaborated with the Convention of the learned 
also, For convention is nothing but frequent 
use and the learned are shown to make verbal 
references to Paramatman in the case of such 
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hymns as safa which are shown to refer to 
Paramatman through derivative explanation. 
Vedas corroborate the fact that all vedas sing 


the nemes of Vishnu. 
Thus it is proved that the import of the 


sentence and the meaning of the word refer to 
Parabrahma,. When every syllahle and word is 
proved to refer to Vishnu what of the import of 
a sentence! Badarayana expresses all this in the 


Sutra - ‘sawed. 
But this is objected to in the next Anumanika 


Adhikarana, by others. For this Adhikarana is 
differently interpreted aud construed by them. 
They say that this fourth Pada is devoted to the 
contradiction of the theery tbat Pradhana or 
Prakriti is expressible in word. If this were the 
topic of the 4th Pada of the First Adhyaya then 
this topic of the Pada runs counter to the genera} 
trend of the topic of the Adhyays. There is 
consensus of opinion that the first Adhyaya is 
devoted to the topic that all words refer to Vishnu 
ia the highest mode of interpretation. This in- 
expressibility of word is not consistant with 
univeraality of reference of words to Vishnu. 


(adaneaa). | 
Therefore the contention of others that the 


topic of this fourth Pada is different from what 
has been stated is not logically sound. 
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In one of the following Adhikaranas (Prakri- 
tyadhikarana) there is a Sutra ( spira afam cot 
amada). Others contend that this Adhikarena 
tellstus that Brahmaa is the material cause of the 
world. The context also requires this topic. For 
in the second Suira it is asserted that Brahman 
is the Cause of the world. Naturally a doubt 
arises whether the cause is materia! and agential 
or merely agential. For Bhamatikara also keeps 
the alternatives in this manner. To show that 
Brahman is a material cause in addition to cause 
of agency others adduce a namber of reasons. 
Of these one is the use of the ablative (aat at 
gafa qnia ada) Hoere qa: isin the ablative case; 
Others who quote this? explain the grammatical 
rule thus. (afad: safa:) Thet which isg 
going to come inte existence will have the 
material cause called Apadana {teohnically). The 
relationship of Apadana is shown by the ablative 
case. Thie is the interpretation of the sutra 
according to others. But commentaries like 
Vritti and Manjari say that the word agfa in the 
rule means only cause in general and not any 
cause in particular (like material causo. Hed it 
been so, the statement ‘Joy or delight is caused 
at (the arrival of) the son, would have been 
absurd. For son cannot be the material cause 
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of joy, just as earth is the material cause of pot. 


Raghavendra is never tired of explaining 
rules of grammar. The compound wfaed: is 
dissolved as wa: waf, afamat as Genative Tat 
purusha. But the sutra srafa does not allow it 
to be sfs or genative. Yet this prohibisary sutra 
is irregular in operation and hence Manjari has 
explained it as afte. 


Really speaking Brahman is called Prakriti 
not because he is material cause but because he 
is immune from change or mutability, Brahman 
is immutable and continuously the same. There 
fore he is said to be the unceused cause. To 
prove his immutability firat mutability is shown 
to be of two types : Change in the substance or 
Change in the quality. ‘Endless changelessness’ 
is the negation of the first type and the second 
type is negated by saying that he is continuously 
the same. 


Raghavendra cites positive examples of both 
the types of mutability. The instance of change 
in the substance is that of earth being changed 
into a pot- The instance for the second type of 
change in quality is the change of the green 
colour of the unripe jujube fruit into yeliow or 
brown when ripe. 
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This fact of Brahman being changeless is 
known from the sources of Shruti and Puranas. 


Change in Brabmanis against reason. Change 
is faðma and fase oftadaq, The firat type of 
change is that the substance remaining the same 
only one of the qualities undergoes change. The 
second is the ohange ef the nature of the 
substance itself. Both these types are dependent 
on outside fastors- Each one of the two is to be 
subdivided into change that is obliterated again 
(unstable) and change that remains. to the end 
(stable). Thus there are four varieties in all. But 
in the original AnuVyakhana only two have been 
mentioned leaving the cther two to the imagina- 
tion ef the reader. Otherwise if only two were 
meant Shri Madhva would have mentioned fasa 
afeada aa the opposite of faaetfta and not afaae 
waar Fhe instance quoted of milk turned 
into curds being an inatance of afaa faafeafracd 
would have been incongruent with the alternative 
mentioned. Ail this goes fto prove that change 
is of four types amfa, faatfaakad, afaa anaana 
faa aeqaraa- In a gentence where division is 
mentioned of one thing into two exhaustive 
species, there must be opposition or mutual 
exclusiveness between the two; other wise the 
sentence is an absurd statement- 
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Besides all varieties of changes are to be 
rejected in Brahman Hence if only two varieties 
are mentioned the rejection of these two would 
be meant and the remaining two are easily 
suspected to. be found in Brahman. 


We vehemently reject all sort of deformity 
in Brahman; because change in its wake brings 
dependence. Dependence again entails the 
existence of a thing other than Brahman which 
an anathema to Advaitin. Ifsuch an existence 
is accepted then Brahman’s dependence cannot 
be avoided. Hence Brahman cannot undergo 
change of his own aocord- 


The Advaitin is obdurate and sticks to his 
argument inspite of logical discomfiture- He 
pleades that Brahman is to be apprehended 
through Shruti alone and hence no interference of 
inference or reasoning is tolerated in respect of 
appreheneion of Brahman. He further strengthens 
bia print by saying that the monopoly of the 
Vedas as an instrument of the knowledge of 
Brahman is universally accepted by all Vaidikas. 


‘The claims of Revelation and Reasoning ere 
moot points to be decided and clearly dectated. 
The claims of Reasoning to be the instrument of 
knowledge of Brahmans are summarily rejeoted: 
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Revelation or Shruti alone can deliver the goods. 
But if Shrutis themselves are not decided ona 
certain point of the contradicting statements, we 
do not find an all agreed import (in the case of 
change in Brahman). Hence Reasoning or 
inference can enter into the field of discussion 
about change in Brahma. Considering all these 
points it is concluded that Brahman does not 
undergoe any change iv a generol senae. 


But there are certain Sutras like spfasa which 
apparently state that Brahman is the material 
cause of the universe. Some like Ramanuja and 
others. accepted this apparent meaning in a hurry 
and are then faced by the stupendous difficulties 
go long disctssed. So they try to adjust their 
statement to the exegencies of the context and 
in a compromising spirit state that Prakriti is the 
efficient cause andit is the body of Brabman. 
Hence no objection can be raised against this 
modified statement. 


To this Shri Madhva replies thet such a 
material cause is not a bit more than what a 
father is to the son— an agent cause, which we 
have already admitted in the case of Brahman. 
So though Brahman is the cause of creation he is 
not subjected to modification or change. 
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If further it is persisted that every father and 
mother and even the spider aiso undergo modifi- 
cation and hence Brahman cannot be free from 
change if accepted as cause (material) of the 
threads it produces out of its body. The meaning 
is it Js only the insentient part of the spider 
namely its body is the material cause of the 
threads and not the sentient Chetana. So also 
the body of Brahman which is Prakriti— it is not 
the original body of Brahran—is the cause of the 
universe and not the Chetana Brahman and 
Chetana in both tbe cases does not undergo 
modification. 


Now the illustration may be made olear 
The Father is the cause of the son, means the 
food eaten by the father builds his body. This 
becomes the material cause of the building of 
the Son’s body, This we do not grudge at all; 
For in Mahapralaya Brahman swallows the whole 
work of aga which in its turn becomes the 
material Cause of the world and not Brahman. 
This is stated in the sutra witweqafaae: 


Thus on the strength of the evidences of 
revealed vedas and the Puranas and Reasoning, 
Brahman is Known to be immutable and 
unchangable. So he cannot be the material 
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Cause of the world. He can only be the agent 
cause. 

Hence it is concluded that the inseutient can 
never be the product ef the sentient; and the 
reverse also is true that the sentient equally can 
never be the product of insentient. 


Now it is objected that pots and such other 
things also are the products of Brahman. But 
pots are known to be insentient and yet the 
followers of Nyaya school accept these as products 
of Atma, a chetana, But we admit that pleasure 
and pain are material in product; and they are 
the products not of Atma but of mind or Antah 
karana; and the followers of Nyaya accept 
this theory. 


Cause and effect are the same in nature. 
For no one finds that the ourds, the effect of milk 
is different from that milk. Hence it is argued 
that the world is not caused by Brahman as it 
is seen distinctly different from Brahman, who 
is Ompiscient. The attribute of omniscience 
averta the logical falacy of ‘Non existence of the 
reason or Hetu in Paksha. Brahme is different. 
from the world because he is all-knowing. And 
the vedas declare that Brahman is al knowing 
(a:aaz: aafaa) while the world is known to be 
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not the effect of Knowledge and hence it is 
inferred that the world has no Knewledge. 
Hence one is different from the other. 


But in the Sutra a Regnen , Tat cda meatg the 
Purva Pakshin doubts that Brahmen and the 
world being different from each other, cannot be 
related as (material) cause and effect. Then it is 
concluded that they are not unrelated though 
they are one and the same. Yor even things like 
bair and nail, quite different from sentient man 
grow from him. In the same manner from insen— 
tient cowdung come out scorpians and other 
insects. 

But this objection is baseless; for nails and 
hair grow out of physical body and not from 
sentient man; and scorpians get their physical 
bodies from insentient cowdung. Hence the rule 
that insentient objects are never the produots of 
sentient beings stand good. 

Again it is objected that Brahman and the 
world are similar from the point of view of exi- 
stence; for both exist and therefore they may 
have & causal relationship: But if identity is 
sought on suok slender grounds for causality, 
then iron and gold shall have to be one; for both 
of them exist ; and existence is common to them 
both. 
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But because gold is not found in iron. iron is 
not the product of gold. In the same manner’ 
because Brahman is not found to follow in the 
world, the world is not considered to be the pro- 
duot of Brahman; 

The Parinamavadins contend that the cause 
itself is modified into an effect. So that nature of 
the cause which is invariably found in it, is found 
in the effect. Otherwise the statement that the 
cause is modified into effect ia meaningless. If the 
invariable nature of the cause does not descend 
into the effect you cannot assert that the cause 
haa descended into the effect. The intrinsic nature 
of gold does not consist of mere existence. It is 
made up of some thing more than mere existence, 

In the same manner the nature of Brahman 
is not mere existence- But consists of. bliss and 
knowledge. And this essential nature does not run 
into the world ; and hence the world cannot be 
called the effect of Brahman. 

But ourds which has discontinued the sweet- 
ness which is invariable nature of milk and yet 
is called the product of milk. Hence the world 
also not inhering bliss and Consciousness of 
Brabman can still be the effect of Brahman. 

If Adwaitin persists in his opinion, he shall 
have to abandon his principle of Satkarya vada, 
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which takes for granted continuity of cause even 
in the effect. Hence he will be forced to say that 
sourness in the ourds is something which was not 
existing in milk: l 

But if to save his theory fram contradiction 
he accepts sweetness which is the nature of milk» 
in curds, he will be contradioting one’s experience, 
How to get rid of this contradiction ?’ Or how to 
explain the absence of the nature of sweetness 
in curds ? 

Hence if Brahman is the material cause of 
‘the world merely on the slender ground of exis- 
tence as a point of similarity between Brahman 
and the world, we shall be reduced to the absurd 
position of declaring gold to be the material 
cause of iron or tin; for they have both existence 
as common quality between them. Thus this 
is only a contingent reduction to absurdity when 
illegitimate argument like the one above, is 
persisted; and not an eocepted principle. 


To get over this logical impasse Brahman is 
accepted as having two forms: one is the form 
which is essentially infinite bliss and conscious— 
ness; and the other is ‘being’ in essence. Brahman 
in the form of bliss and consciousness is the instru- 
mental cause; While the same Brahman in the 
form of Being is the material cause of this world- 
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Now that form or part of Brahman which 
does vot undergo Change is really our God or 
Iswara, or Brahman. Again if Brahman is the 
assembly of distinct qualities like, being, 
consciousness: and bliss, he cannot be the 
material cause of this world. 


Three alternatives erise out of the statement 
that Brahman is the material cause of the world. 
The first alternative is that the accepted meaning 
of Brahman to be the materia) cause of the world 
consisting of Being and consiouness and bliss, 
has only being under operation to produce the 
world. Henee the part of being alone, is the 
material cause. The second and the third 
alternative is that Being, which is substratum for 
qualities like numerical multiplicity, and contact 
is tne material cause. 


Ifon other hand it is argued that in the 
material cause namely Brahman or in the being 
which is the support for multiplicity and contact 
there are the powers of being the material cause: 
and they are also found in Brahman; and hence 
Brahman is said to be the material cause of the 
world, the argument is not sound. 


For this is not possible; for powers that 
inhere in the material cause or in the support 
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of qualities are not found in the product or in 
the qualities. For the quality of being, an upadana 
cannot be found in upadeya; nor the quality of 
being ‘the Support of qualities’ can be found in 
the quality. 

Now Advaitin contends that the previous 
argument runs directly against the famous state 
ments in upanishada: arta: asia: Waa? “Akasha or 
the sky is born of the soul’ and others. 
Grammar lays down the ablative before the materia] 


cause. This is corroborated by the examples as. 
‘From Cowdung Scorpions are born. 


But this contention is not reasonable. For 
the sutra afana: safe: does not lay down the use 
of ablative. Even if it lays down the use of 


ablative, the ablavive is not used in the sense 
of material cause. 


Let the ablative be used in the sense of 
sna as laid down in grammar and aq means 
‘removal’ or coming out from a thisg- And sanama 
isa particular type of wq: Hence Ablative 
may show the particular type of saat. Though 
from general we can not always go to one 
particular exactly. yet as the ablative is associated 
with «f (birth) even the general anaa too 
becomes limited to one of ita variety awata, 


So Panchami, that is ordained to show Apadana, 
shows Upadana. 
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But this contention is not sound. For a kind 
” of grass, is said to grow from horn which was said 
to be its material vause (Upadana). But really 
the grass only comes out of the horn and it is net 
material production of shringa or born. (It is 
only its Apadane). 

For the Sutra quoted from Panini (aftr 
sefa:) only meavs ‘that, which {a said to be the 
material cause, out of which a certain thing 
comes is the thing cailed aqta and is the 
cause for the thing produced, and is the meaning 
of that Ablative. l | 

The whole thing is clearly explained. The 
phenominan chosen is the growth of a kind of 
grass out of the hollow horn: Some part of the 
horn is utilised as material for the growth of 
grass. Some other part of the horn is only used as 
a limit out of which the grass ‘comes. If there 
were no part of the horn out of which the grass 
has come, there would not have been the other 
part which is the material cause of the grass. 


But a bean is fully utilised while sprouting 
out. No part remains there. Hence there would 
then be no ablative used. This objection 
is not true to fact. For the husk remains after the 
seod is used for sprouting, and that husk serves 
the purpose of xafa or limit. out of whioh the 


69 


Sprout comes- That is age which justifies 
ablative. 


Even if ablative is used in the sense of 
Upadana: or material cause, the quotation ‘sat ar 
gate amfa ware? ( of whom all these beings are 
born) does not uphold the idea of Brahman being 
the material cause of the world. For aa: ( of 
whom) has the termination aq which may have 
many other meanings than the material cause. 
Besides aa is used in many other cases and it is 
not restricted to ablative only. Ablative is 
enjoined to convey the sense of manifestation’ as 
in fuaa: wat gaala) The Ganga is first seen in the 
Himalaya). 

Again Brahman is not the material cause of 
the world, undergoing change For the world is 
seen different from Brahman. But this rule is 
violated in the instance of Shara and Shringa. 
For though Shringa is the material cause of 
Shara it is found different from Shringa. 


Really speaking there ia no violation of the 
rule that the state of being the material cause 
entails difference between the two, For of Shara: 
Shringa is not the material cause; but it ig only a 
limit out of which Shara grows( Apadana Karana). 
Hence they are distinctly found, there is violation 
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of the rule. Because they are not related as 
material cause and effect; but Shringsa is only 
something like a limit ou$ of which the grass 
comes: Shara is not without material cause: 
a part of horn is turned into that grass. Another 
part remains unaffected only pushing forth grasa 
out of its limita. This unaffected Shringa is the 
instance for Brahman being the unaffected cause 
of the world. 


Then the question arises as to how to explain 
the causal relationship between cow-dung and 
scorpians- Even there the cowdung is only the 
Apadana Karana i. e. the ecorpions come out of 


cow-dung. Still a part of cowdung goes to form 
their bodies. | 


So in establishing causality between these 
two, we must remember that she word scorpion 
conveys the idea of its physical body ag well as 
its consciousness or Chetana. In the production 
of the physical body, the cowdung in part is the 
material cause of its body and in part it is some 
thing out of which it emerges. While its Chetana 
is only manifested and insentient cowdung is only 
an instrumental cause for this manifestation. 


Some of the evidences produced by the 
Adwaitin are also denied. The Shruti ‘avaqasat 
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aaa” is quoted saying that “Brahmen attains the 
stateof satya which is Viswa consiating of Murta or 
material or having form and Amurta incorporal 
or formless”. But the Shruti quoted above does 
not warfant this meaning. For the cosmos was 
created by Brahman before Brahman assumed 
the form of Satya. 


The real meaning of this Shruti is that before 
Brahman created the Viswa or world, these 
qualities aq aad æq are attributed to him. It is 
not the world that becomes wa and wa: 

But the world inheres these qualities. For 
it is called wa and wa New because those 
qualities are found in Brahman, if Brahman is 
called at and wa, automatically Brahman gets 
the state of this world, inevitably. Yet because 
the qualities aq and wa whioh are different from 
the state of the worid, belong to Brahman, 
Brahman is called aq because he is superior 
to all. He is called waa because he is all pervasive. 

Therefore Ramapati or Narayana who is 
immutable and unchangable and who is fully and 
perfectly free, is the only agent and instrument 
of all activities. He alone is decribed by words 
in feminine gender like ngfa and others. Fox he is 
the crestor of the whole of creation, though he 
remains unaffected through out the process: of 
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creation: His unlimited and full freedom enables 
Him to remain unaffected even when engaged in 
the stupendous task of cosmic oreation. Hence 
Prakriti and other such faminine words are fully 
Bignificant in connoting Paramatman with un- 
equalled powers. 


words fulfil their function of connotation 
signifying Brahman alone; because he is able to 
assume innumerable forms from his essential form 
that he may enter into his. created forms to 
actuate them into life substeining activities. 
So these controling aud actuating forms of him 
are exhibited that he might Create this world of 
rich variety, and fulfil their fe mission. 


In aama gaa rama Adwaitin contends that 
Brahman is both an agent or instrumental cause 
and material cause. Fhe previous discussion 
settles this question finally. For the example of 
a spider unequivccally determines that Brahman 
is not the material cause. The spider is not the 
materisl out of which the threads are woven. 
It is the the food, the spider eats, that is used 
for producing threada. _So also Brahman allows 
Prakriti to turn into world forms, Keeping his 
essence unaffected. 
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Now the theory of illusion is refuted. Brah- 
man is said to be the materiai cause of the world. 
But the material cause does not undergo change. 
Brahman is only the locus (afesta) of the illusion 
of the world which is false and which is the 
production of nescience (afiat). But this cannot 
be justificd. Brahman sannot be the locus of 
the illusion of the world. The cause for this 
illusion is nescience or Avidys- one (Brahma) 
not foregoing his nature of knowledge, bliss 
and existence, appears (quite different from its 
nature) false, manifold (as earth, water, fire and 
other elemental forms). This is called illusion 
or Vivarta- A rope keeping its ropeness appears 
as Snake quite different from its nature. This 
illusion is appearance without changing its reality. 
while in mutation or modification nature or 
reality itself is changed. So appearance or illusion 
does not run counter to Shruties stating, immu- 
tability or unohangeableness. The loous of this 
illusion or manifold appearance is called upadena 
or its material cause. 


Now this explanation does not stand the 
test of verity or truth. The Adwaitias state that 
Ajnana is of two kinds; 1) Maya and 3) Avidya 
Maye misleads others while Avidya misleads that 
in which it rests. Some of the Adwaitins think 
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that Brahma himeelf under the influence of his 
IA vidya appears to himself like the cosmos just 
ike dreams. But other Mayavadins think that 
Brahman is the original or Bimba and under the 
influence of Maya, Brahma himself censti- 
tutes the cause. While the souls individually 
are affected by Avidya. Stili others think that 
Brahman himself reflected in Ne-science ‘called 
Avidya constitutes the Cause for the sosmice 
creation. But the old school does not admit of 
reflection. Many more think that the souls 
themselves under the influence of Avidya see 
Brahma in the form of manifold world. . 


This theory of world illusion ie differently 
explained by different Advaitins. Disregarding 
all these inner details, the world illusion theory 
is made to melt down to two alternatives. If it 
is Brahman who suffers from this world illusion, 
he has forfeited his omniscience. For illusion 
pre-supposes ignorance which categorically dis- 
proves perfect ani :fulfledged. Knowledge 
(omniscience) in Brahman. If this omniscience 
is not to be found in Brahman, it cannot be 
expected to be found in ordinary souls. In- 
sentient matter can never claim to possess know- 
ledge, much less all-knowledge. Hence runs vedic 
statement “who is omniscient and all knowing” 
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and will be proved tofbe a hollowistatement. This 
absurdity if still persisted leads to ridiculous by 
silly nonsense. For Advaitin contends that even 
that all-knowledge is a product of Ignorance or 
nesciences But knowledge and ignorance are 
never compatible. They are the well known 
instances of incompatibility. If such incomps- 
tibility is [found between Knowledge and 
ignorance, erroneous Knowledge of silver in the 
shell will not be sublated by the real Knowledge 
of shell. 

If on the other hand (the second alternative) 
it is contended that the world illusion is enter- 
tained by the soul different from Brahman, then 
differrnce between Brahman and Jiva will be 
eternal. For, one who is the Support of nescience 
cannot be the object of nescience. Hense the 
difference between Jeeva and Brahma tends to 
be natural and eternal. 


But it is agaia objected that only insentient 
and material world is i!lusary and appears to be 
so with the locus of Brahman: For soul or 
sentient being is real as its difference from 
Brahman is eternal. (This is not an elternative 
put forth by Mayavadin; yet in the contoxt of 
of the topic of world iilusion, it is better to 
exhaust all alternatives). 
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The insentient world cannot entertain world 
ilusion. (Already it is proved that Brahman 
Cannot be the support of illusion nor sta can 
entertain such an illusion. Then the world other 
than sentient or Chetana must have entertained 
this cosmio illusion) For that which is not 
embodied cannot know anything which had no 
senses. Therefore one shall have to admit that 
@ thing, without senses, and without a body 
that is the support of senses, does not entertain 
any illusion. Hence they are real things; So not 
only the souls; but also things bereft of senses 
are real and ao the body also is real. 


Advaitin thinks that certain things without 
body and senses comprehend other things and 
still they are real. Bo the Advaitin may consist- 
ently contend that world may still continue to 
be illusory and unreal. 


But the direct and independent inword 
sense is called Sakshi. Advaitin has stated that 
this Sakshi, which is consciousness itself limited 
by the functionary form of Amtak karana or the 
unlimited and pure consciousness, comprebends 
suoh things as pleasure and pain or the shell 
silver. This Sakshi has no body and other senses: 
Still they are considered as unreal. 
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This argument of Advaitin does not stand 
the test of consistency. For by him Sakshi is 
not supposed to comprehend the mundane world. 
If the ordinary mundane world were to be cogn- 
ised by Sakshi then its erroneous Knowledge ts 
coexisting with ite Sound Knowledge alao, which 
is impossible. 


Besides bodies and senses are produced by 
their own causes. Herce they are not unreal 
objects seen through erroneous knowledge. For 
the self is known asthe seer and senses are his 
instruments in his comprehension and body is the 
support for those senses and they constitute the 
natural causes of the body and the senses. So 
these things solidly based upon varified oauses 
and serving real purpore in these bodily activities 
need not be taken as merely imaginary and ` 
unreal. And there is no more mundane world 
than the things named above, asthe objects of 
senges also constitute real world supplying real 
objects to these real senses and sound body. 


The contention that the soul is the support 
of nescience also is condemned hereby. For it was 
told in Sudha that nescience can not find a 
support with the soul as would be dealt within 
the Prakriti Adhikarana.. Now in the Prakriti 
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Adhikaran it is fully dealt with showing most 
irrevocable fallacies'in the arguments of Advaitin, 
For there is first the fallacy known as mutual 
dependence. After logically proving and justify- 
ing the existence of Nescieace, the soni, depending 
upon its valid existence, has a place under the sun 
warranted by evidences. And nescience has no 
footing till it is firmly eateblished in Jeeva or soul. 
This is an instanoe of mutual dependence. Still 
stronger and more subtle is the fallacy known as 
Chakrike or circular argumentation. 


When Nescience is proved to be really 
existing then the difference between the soul and 
Brahman is'proved. When this difference is proved 
to exist then play of nescience creates false 
relations like difference and Jeeva or soul 
conceived to be existing only under the influence 
of Avidya comes to play his unreal role; and gives 
support to nessience. This is Chakraka or moving 
in a vicious cirole- 


Thus Advaitin yields to the force of in fallible 
arguments and admits some sort of reality to the 


mundane world. a 


He. called this :emperical truth, which is 
considered competible with its illusory and unreal 


79 


nature, So long it was proved that one whose truth 
is sublated can. not serve any purpose. Hencs 
the Shruti siso (agatifeq faa) whose services are 
requisitioned to prove the unreal neture of the 
cosmic creation, can not be accepted to prove the 
false nature of all without any restriction. Now 
it is agreed that unsubleted truth alone qualifies 
a thing to serve some fruitful purpose and that 
Shruti also ia unsublated. With this supposition 
Advaitin mobilises his scattered truths to make a 
last effort to give a crushing defeat to the realists. 


So phenominal existence though illusory has 
some relative truth called emperical truth 
(catagtite aa.) Therefore the Shruti coming under 
the catagory of mundane existence has this 
relative truth: Hence it has the power to yield 
some sensible meaning and to establish the 
illusory nature of this world: 


But all this is only a figment of a {fevered 
brain Advaitins can not declare openly that the 
mundane world is phenominal in the nature of 
truth. For emperical truth is only co-extensive 
with uncontradicted nature of truth. Hence if 
the Advaitin accepta phinominality of the 
existence he must be ready also to accept its 
infallability. If that is accepted the Shruti 
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agaratteainfaa is thrown over board. Beoause it is 
the serious contention of Advaiti that the Shruti 
quoted before, would prove worldly existence not 
to be real. 


So the argument is in the form of undesirable 
imposition (atema) cf some truth. If the 
mundane existence is accepted as uncontradicted 
truth, the Shruti agamtfea is thrown over board 
though it has been hugged to the bosom so long. 
For Advaitin has agreed that the said Shruti 
clearly states, that the mundane world has only 
emperioal reality and not trancsendental reality. 


But there fs no invariable concomitance 
between usefulness or pragmatic utility and its 
infallible nature. That which is irrefutable in its 
truth is found pragmatically useful. Advaitin 
mainteins that even things of refutable truth like 
the shell-silver which is the object of illusion 
serves the purpose of some sort of dealing like 
rememberence or recognition and verbal use. 


But mere use of a thing in words is no 
pragmatic utility. Noone has prepared bangle 
and other things out of illusory silver percicved 
in a piece of oonch-shell. But here we mean by 
utility some pragmatio use or utilization of a 
thing and not mere verbal use of it- 
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Hence the rule is confirmed that a thing to 
be utilized for some practical purpose is required 
to be irrefutably real. But the Advaitin can not 
acquiesce in the irrefutably true nature of the 
world, For the world is going to be sublated by 
the realization of oneness of Brahman, in his 
philosophy. 


To this the Advaitin objects on the ground 
that dream is false and yetlit causes real discharge 
of comen at the end of sexual intercourse with a 
lady in a dream- Hence even false dreams fulfil 
the purpose of sexual pleasure causing real sexual 
satisfaction at the end- Hence it is not necessary 
to tag adafsaratfta (serving real purpose) to aareqta 
(uncontradicted reality): 


But this is a specious argument as dereams 
are not ;falae but real to the realist Madhva- 
Because dreams are products of mental impressions 
left on the mind by experience. Madhva closely 
follows Sutrakara who avowedly declares the 
reality of dream-creations. No doubt in some 
books dreams are said to be illusory and false. For 
the thing and animal seen in dreamland ere real; 
and yet they belong to the dreamland. To 
identify them with the things and persons of the 
wakeful world is erroneous, Yor they are proved 
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falso when we wake up. So what is false in dream 
is the dreamer’s identity with s wakeful man, 
identity of dreamthings with wakeful thihgs or 
thinking of dream—things as produced by things 
of the outaid © world. 

Shri Raghavendra notes a sublte distinction 
here. The things of dream are considered real 
not because their causes could be traced, but 
because they are not contradicted. Besides Hari 
Himself is the creator of the dreams out of real 
mental impressions. This is the opinion of 
Badarayan the composer of Brahmasutras. 

Just as there is some cause for the production 
of dreams so also it may be conceived that for the 
idea of identity with outside things also there 
may be some cause. Hence along with dream 
objects, their identity with outside things also 
might be real and not illusory. In order to avert 
such undesirable impositions, it is said (as stated 
above) that the reality of a thing or entity 
depends upon its uncontradicted nature. Dream 
objects are not contradicted and hence they are 
real and their identity with outside. things is 
contradicted in wakeful state and hence it is 
unreal, 

That even the illusion of a snake in æ rope 
though unreal produces real fear and trembling. 
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is not an instance to break the rule of absence of 
contradiction as precondition for causal efficiency 

(adfrarmfca). For here also the uncontradicted 

and hence real cognition of the illusion is the 

cause of fear and trembling. That knowledge of 
snake illusion always states that his knowledge 

of snake illusion is a real experience- 


Raghavendra here enters into a discussion 
whioh needs close knowledge of psychological 
operations like cognition and its function. Here 
one analyses this experince of fear and knows it to 
be from the cognition of snake. Is it mere cognition 
that creates fear or is it the cognition qualified by 
its object that creates fear? Is it is unqualified 
congition that creates fear then let the cognition 
of pot also like the cognition ofsnake create fear, 
If it is qualified cognition that creates fear then 
let even the cognition of rope also, as the 
cognition of snake create fear. 


Some one tries to explain away this difficulty 
by stating that cognitions, like pot cognition and 
snake cognition, are distinguished one from the 
other by the qualifying objects like pot and snake. 
Thus they serve to distinguish one ccgnition from 
the other by their respective association with 
cognition. 
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But this is unacceptable; for snake and pot 
help their respective cognitions to be different 
from each other, This quality of distinguishing 
one from other is not produving cognition appre- 
hending difference. But it is becoming an object 
of cognition which produes another cognition 
apprehending difference from others. This expla- 
nation does not lead us further than the former 
difficulty. So, we must agree that it is not mere 
object which distinguishes the associated?cognition 
from another cognition. But rather it is some 
quality in the cognition apart from its object which 


distinguishes one from the other cognition. 
Otherwise if this function of distinguishing one 


cognition from another is tagged on to the object, 
the objection that false snake entering into real 
activity stands unsolved. So we recognise some 
intrinsic quality of cognition which distinguishes 
one cognition, from other. That is the quality of 
reality in cognition, which distinguishes it from 
other cognitions: 

Now all this explanation is true only so far 
as Cognition of real snake is concerned: But 
we are now discussing cognition of a false Snake 


ina rope. The causal efficiency in cognition 
cannot be defended in a cogniticn which has no 


intrinsic quality of its own, but only depends 
upon entirely on its object. Phat special quality 
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which inheres in cognition is produced by real 
causal materials in cognition of a real snake, and 
by unreal causal materials in the cognition of a 
false snake. But that is immaterial. 

Thus we come to a valid conclusion that 
where the Causal efficiency is ascertained it is 
not unreal; and where there is unreality or 
illusion there is no causal efficiency. Thus we 
find a general invariable concomitance which 
suffers from no break or Violation. 

Advaitin still unvanguished yet fully dis- 
comfitted pushes forth an objection. He say§ 
that causal efficiency pertaining to Brahman if 
noi intrisic but ft is extraneous. For it is found 
in him due to the contact of Maya. This Causal 
efficiency of Brahman must have been observed. 
For ths definition of Brahman includes that 
causal effloiency. The next question is how is it 
observed. For Perception and inference are 
found ineffecient in this respect. Therefore only 
Shruti must have come forward to tell us about 
Brohman’s efficiency in creation and other acti- 
vities, it must be real and not false. For shruti 
gives us Valid Knowledge when it is not contra- 
dicted by other instruments of Knowledge. 

Brahman’s aotivity whether natural or 
extraneous if waranted by Shruti is accepted as 
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valid when not sontradicted- For shruti is 
endowed with Self—validity; and does not wait 
for verification, for its validity, If Shruti depends 
upon other evidences {for its validity. other 
evidences require still more evidences to prove 
their validity ending in endless regress. l 

Some Shruti denies Brahman this capacity of 
causal efficiency no doubt. Butif we rely upon 
this Shruti-we shall have to deny the validity of 
other Shruties which state that Brahman is the 
oreator of this world. For invalidity is notbing 
more than the falsity of a thing propounded. All 
this forces us to reject all evidences which deny 
causal efficiency to Brahman. Thus itis irrefu- 
tably proved that a thing of disproved veraciiy 
can not claim causal efficiency. 

Now Advaitin comes to concede that un- 
sublated thing alone oan have causal efficiency 
and that the world also is unsubleted- He faays 
that the world is not absolutely unsublated: 
but it is so before the realisation of the identity 
of soul and Brahman. Therefore Shruti also» 
included in the world, has relative existence and 
henoe gets the capacity to become an instrument’ 

But there is no compromise in truth. 
Shidhanti never comes to an agreement on the 
top io of relative existence of the world in genera] 
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and of the Shruti in partioular. Foran evidence 
relatively true can, prove nothing. This has been 
sufficiently thrashed out before. Fhe statement 
that conveys the falsity of the world must itself 
be false. For the meaning of the Shruti (agatater 
faa) that the world is false isnot Brahman or his 
nature; and hence that meaning or sense being 
conditioned must be proved false at the last 
stage. Thua the Shruti that conveys the meaning 
which is ultimately going to be sublated is false 
and oan not be an evidence, 


Then Sidhanti gives him a orushlyg blow. 
The Advaitin calmly replies that he has never 
accepted areal thing or evidence to have the 
capacity of proving any things When Shidhanti 
reminds him of his having accepted Sakshi as 
a direct observant of things; and Sakshi is real, 
Advaiti contends that Sakshi is some how 
considered as an instrument of knowledge in 
cognising pleasure and pain. But it can not 
aspire to pereive and cognise the world. For the 
world when percieved becomes the object of 
knowledge which is the modification of changing 
mind (afaata) through the senses. If it is accepted 
as being direclty grasped by Sakshi without the 
help of sense-contact, even the blind, the deaf, 
who have no senses but Bakshi would be 
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at par in grasping the world with persons gifted 
with senses. Hence the Advaitin bas denied all 
phenomena of cognition with instruments of 
knowledge. When necessary he rehectently 
Bocepts the system of percption as accepted by 
others. Hence he grumbles when certain system 
of perception which he has not accepted is made 
the target of criticism. Hence the Sidhani can 
not in all fairness arraign him before the bar of 
world opinion. 

To this objection Sidhanti corners him by 
putting him ou the horns of dilemma. If he has 
accepted any thing, so far so good; if he has not 
accepted any thing; he has also not accepted 
that he has not accepted anything. Hence he 
will be forced to be dumb and silent at any 
acousation Such disabled and disqualified person 
can not enter into polemic discussion. 

Advaitin, in all solemnity, declares that he does 
not dabble with philosophy by entering into 
polemic quibbling. Rather he we would confide 
in Brahman, immutable and infinite blies of all 
consciouness unmarred by attributes and activities 
of any kind. And he would argue with those who 
vainly contend with others hurling their missiles 
of dialectic arguments with the hollow pretension 
of determining the nature of Reality, and 
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admonish them that it is not philosophically wise 
to confute and refute others who do not like to 
enter into the rings of polemical dispute- 


But all this is on the part of Advaitin & 
futile attempt to hide hia weakness in system 
building. If he were to teach us philosophical 
wisdom he must prove to us the hollowness of 
our thought—process. For this he shall have to 
adopt a logical course of reasoning adopting a 
system of proofs. Hence a basic system of correot 
logical process which warrants a right conclusion 
must be adopted. Hence it is a vain attempt to 
seek protection behind philosophical non-inter— 
ference and logical non-violence: 


When oornered thus Advailtin obdurately 
contends that he would fight in the dialeetical 
duel with the weapons borrowed from his 
opponent’s polemical system. In order to prove 
the illogical nature of our thought process. he 
must have understood the contention of the 
opponent in order to contradict him. Some times 
in logical disputes in which the only aim of one 
‘is to snub the other no understanding is essential. 
But the Advaitin cannot avoid his disciples to 
whom he shall have to be honest and sincere and 
keep up his philosophical integrity. For all this 
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a valid thought process of his own with the 
ramification of Proofs and rules of thought i? 
quiet essential. No system is built discarding 
the thought process of its own. So the Advaitin 
who has no accepted thought process of his own 
is only trying to fool others by his naive indiff- 
erence to Systematic argumentation by playing 
a blind man’s buff. 


Instruments of Knowledge are accepted to 
procure validity of Knowledge. Valid knowledge 
is the aim of all philosophical investigation: 
That which is grasped in valid knowledge is the 
thing to be realised. So there is nothing dero- 
gatary in accepting some epistemological system 
in whioh instruments of Knowledge and their 
validity is acoepted. Hence Advaitin cannot 
avoid the truth or otherwise of instruments of 
knowledge. And once mundane and manifold 
existence is accepted as illusory he cannot but 
have false instruments of knowledge which do 
not yield any valid knowledge. Hence it is clear 
that the Advaitin enters into a metaphysical 
blind alley; so he will not be able to prove the 
illusory nature of the world. It ig not now 
necessary to accept the theory that on the locus 
of Brahman the world appears as an illusion just 
as silver appears on the locus of Conch shell. 
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Now begins the interpretation of Veda which 
proves the truth of the existence of the world- 
Shri Raghavendra quotes Shrutis as suggested in 
Anuvyekhyana. faza ad agar yafanana afaefa 
ad aft. This and other Shrutis prove the: reality 
of the world in clear terms. 


But the Advaitin says that the statements in 
Shruti intend to convey only relative existence 
of the world; or they do not intend to stress 
the reality of the world. Hence they cannot 
prove the ultimate reality of the world. 


This is not fair. For there is no reason to 
restrict or to suppress the meaning of aq or real 
in the shruti. Advaitin says that the knowledge 
of the absolute reality of the world does not 
conduce to the realisation of higher values in life. 
(gemt) like ator ator amor ita Then it is 
possible that the Knowledge of the ultimate 
reality of the world is not a cause of the 
realisation of Moksha. Or parhaps it directly 
contradicts the path of Moksha. To the first the 
reply is that the Knowledge of the greatness of 
Paramatman suggested by being the creator of 
the real world is the direct cause to the realisation 
of Moksha. To the second the reply isin the 
form of an argument which affects the opponent 
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in the same manner. For the Purushartha 
comprises the realisation of unity or identity 
(of the spirit) which can be realised by the 
Knowledge of Atma who has no “second (world): 
Hence the Knowledge of the real world runs 
counter to this realization. 


If the Advaitin argues like this, then in the 
same manner the Knowledge of the real Brahman 
Tuns counter to the realisation of Moksha 
(Bandhas) in the form of attainment of Shunya 
through meditation of Shunya. 

Besides Sakshi perceives not only internal 
pleasure and pain; but external wia sky and 
other things. 

Evidences from Sacred text and inferential 
argumente were marshalled to prove the reality 
of the world. Now the Services of Perception 
also are requisitioned. In Jijnasadhikerana 
already the unfailing instrumentality of the in- 
ward eye or Sakshi in the context of experience 
of pleasure and pain was declared to be essential, 
Pleasure and pain are inward things; out ward 
things also like the sky and direction like the 
East are apprehended by sakshi. 


Now it is said that Perception is of two 
kinds 1) one is physical and another is 2) 
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Spiritual and is of the essence of soul. The 
physical senses are contasted with outward things 
and this Sakshi (directly perceiving) can grasp 
inward things like pleasure and pain. But sakshi 
has: access to outward things also. For when 
physical senses apprehend out ward physical 
objects the validity of such apprehension and 
through it the reality of those things apprehended, 
both inward and outward, are grasped by Sakshi. 


Some say that the sky is visible to the eye; 
because they see it after they see with their eyes 
a bird flying in the sky. But the sky has no 
quality in it required to be visible to the eyes: 
For visibility requires grossness. (and not subtle 
like atom) along with manifest form, which is 
not found inthe sky» First sakshi apprehends 
the sky then it comes in contact with something 
visible and hence’ the sky also is said to be 
visible to the eye. Fragrance of the sandle wood 
is Known through the nose; yet when we see 
a piece of Sandle wood we Know the fragrance 
also: so we say fragrance was visible though it 
was smelt with the nose» 


Others say that the perception of the sky is 
really the perception of a portion of light to which 
the sky is the abode. thisidea too is not correct. 
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This ie the theory of Tarkikas. The whole is 
percieved as residing in the Part. But this is not 
usual. For no one gets the idea of a body seeing 
only hand, a part of it. Besides we cannot have 
such perceptions as “No light here, but a sanw 
(a molecule cf three couples of atoms) of light, 
For this tried is made up of three molecules, each 
of two atoms’. Here where there is the perception 
of light, there cannot be the perception of the 
absence of light; In the part of Nght, the 
absence of the whole of light is not to be found as 
the whole itself is found im it (according to their 
theory). In the same manner the molecule of two 
atoms (invisible) being the part of the group of 
three atoms is referred to as “here” and it is part 
and the triad is found in it; So the perception of 
its absence is not possible. Thus these two 
perceptions are not possible. Hence the theory 
is untenable- 

But if the group of two atoms is invisible, 
it may be perceived by other senses. Thus the 
two perceptions may be maintained valid. Then 
why not say that the perception ‘here the bird is 
flying’ cognises the sky? Thereby popular experi. 
ence also is explained. 


Still it is maintained that the sky is cognised 
by inference. But the inferential sign or the 
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syllogistic reason is not to be found: Without 
this no inferepce is possible. Hence it is said 
that the sky is cognised by sakshi. 


The protagonist of the theory of inference puts 
his cards on the table, with a clear analysis of the 
cognition of the sky. Raghavendra presents his 
theory in an acceptable form. His method isa 
-general inference and then by elimination theory 
arrives at the particular conclusion of the sky 
being cognised by inference. By disprovivg this 
theory, the theory of cognition or perception by 
Sakshi is confirmed. 


The following is the process of logical 
inference to prove that the sky is inferable’ 
Sound is recognised as the characteristic quality 
of the sky. Now this sound is perceptible and 
it is the characteristic quality; because “it is a 
universal (afa) being cognisible by perception to 
one ordinary physical sense of common men”. 

Raghavendra now gives a logical justification 
for the use of every word in the hetu (beginning 
from because), This is the reason (èg) to prove 
that Sound is the characteristic quality. 

If a property satisfies all conditions mentioned 
in the Hetu, then only it is raised to the status of 
‘a quality’ in its technical sense. Mere 
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cognisibility is too broad and includes the sky 
‘that is ‘not quality’. Henos ‘by perception’ is 
added. New the sky is not cognisible by percep. 
tion. Hence it is not quality. But cognisible by 
perception or perceptibility is to be found in pots 
and pans. But they are not qualities. Tojremove 
this violation of concomitonce of Hetu and 
Sadhya. we add ‘one’ (sense) to [congisibility. 
Now pots and pans are not cognisible with one 
sense. Hence it does not matter if they sre not 
‘quality’. But the soul is cognisible with one 
sense; yet it is not ‘guna’. It must be cognisible 
to one physical sense. Soul is not accessible to 
physical sense- Adepts in Yoga apprehend Atma 
and the sky with their physical senses also. There 
fore the cognition is of an ordinary man and not 
an extra-ordinary Yogi. 


Thus when sound is proved to be & quality it 
must accept some substance for its resting place. 
A genaral substance is. proved in which sound 
inheres. 

Now the principle of elemination operates, 
This substance is not one of the four tangible 
substances; because sound is not the peculiar 
quality of a substance perceptible by touch 
Because it is perceptible and it is not born ofa 
causal quality: A causal quality is that which is 
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produced by the quality that inheres is in the 
material cause. For instance the ẹņq or form of 
pot is produced by the æq of earth or ware (Two 
halves of the pot) which is the material cause of 
pot. Hence ey is srenqngas; but asa is a quality 
not produced by its prototype in the material 
cause: 


Then the discussion enters into technical 
details of Nyaya theory of Characteristio quality 
and substance. Shri Raghavendra also 
enthusiastically. explains that theory in all its 
details Yor fear of tiring out the patience of the 
general reader, I skip over that portion and 
follow the general trend of thought- 

Thus the Tarkika coms to the conclusion 
that the sky is known through inference. An 
inference is based upon the invariable concomi- 
tance of gg and atsa. To those who are ignorant 
of this general Vyapti, the sky wili not be known. 
The born dumb or deaf who do not know this 
invariable concomitance, having no facilities to 
infer the sky will have no idea of the sky. And 
hence they have no perception like “here there is 
no light”. 

So long it was shown how the cognition of 
that Akasha which has the characteristio quality 
of sound and which is popularly known as sky 
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cannot be explained. Now it is going to be 
proved that the conception of general sky cannot 
be proved to be the result of inference. 


The word azz is ambiguous in meaning. Is it 
in the form of 1 tters of indistinct sound ? The 
first is not required here; because sound in the 
form cf letters is ro quality. [fon the strength 
of the inference already stated you are going to 
prove that it is quality, then Atma is cognised 
by one sense and so also the letters which are 
‘substance ° yet they are perceptible by physical 
senses. Sothe èz leads us to a substance: and 
not to quality. Hence it serves no purpose- 


Against this objection fs argued that if sound 
or ast is substance and not quality it may not be 
cognised by the physical senses. For a substance 
without parts is not perceptible by physical 
senses» But this is not cogent argument; For if 
partless substance like Atma is considered fit to 
be perceptible by senses why should this not be 
perceptible by physical senses ? 

Now the second alternative is ase to be 
indistinct sound; then it is easy to prove that it 
has some general substance to resort to- But no 
particular sky is proved. If az is some sound 
it fits in, to be the quality of earth also. 
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Now there are two jtheories regarding trans- 
formation in an earthen pot when burnt in the 
Kiln. One theory is that when fire burns the pot, 
there is activity in the atoms or parts and the 
contact of a Part and a part is destroyed and then 
the whole is destroyed. Then the activity in the 
atoms regenerates coutact between them and 
right from twin atoms to the last formation of 
group, the whole is revived. And a burnt pot 
comes into existence in the place of unburnt pot. 
This is the theory known as Peelupakavada.: The 
other theory is Pitharapakavada. This theory 
does not recognise the distruotion of the pot, 
nor of the form. Yet another form comes into 
existence. Both these theories are accepted by 
the Tarkikas. Now take Pilupakvada; and you find 
transformation of form due to contact with fire. . 
But in Pitharapakavada you find in the eq or 
form of the pot, the whole of the 2g intact. For 
it-is perceptible to the eye and it is not a product 
of the æ inthe earth or war. As the =q is 
changed. though the pot is there, it is not 
lasting as long asthe substance lasts. Yet the 
sadhya—(a eaifgaiaqm:) is not there; because the 
æq of the pot is the fazaqn of tangible substances 
like pot. So concomitance is violated. 


Thus the disoussion enters into the labyrinth 
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of subtleties of thought, and niceties of express- 
ion, for which logioians have earned notoriety: 
The Sidhantin at last concedes his point that the 
existence of the sky having the characteristic 
quality of sound ie proved by inference. Yet the 
unmanifest or the elementary sky is cognised 
only by Sakshi or internal eye- No other instru- 
ment proves the existence of this kind of sky. 
The two kinds of Akasha are fully treated in 
faqzfumzy, This olemental sky when divided is 
called ‘directions’; and these are not different 
substances, and they will be treated in their 
respective places- 


Even if Sakshi is agreed to apprehend the 
sky and others, still they cannot be recognised as 
being not contradicted in the past or present or 
‘future or as being real. For even conch-shell- 
silver though visible (for some time) is found 
sublated later on. 


So Shri Madhva says that, that which is 
cognised by sakshi is never sublated- For sakshi 
is eternally certified to be immune from any sort 
of blemish or defect. 


Here you may appreciate Raghavendra’s 
skill of supplying synonyms or explanations for 
words used in the text. ‘As a general rule 
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knowledge carries its own validity’. ‘As a general 
rule’ means “As a result of intrinsic power in the 
cause”. Validity of knowledge ia born out of the 
same source of as that of knowledge itself. It has 
power to produce validity by its inborn power. No 
extraneous factor is necessary to produce validity- 
The whole theory of self-validity ie epitomieed 
in the explanation of one word ‘afisi as è general 
rule’. . 

In the same manner atarqaiaia_ is explained as 
‘Invalidity is born out of the power of- the 
defects which is transferred to the sources of 
knowledge. Here is also the theory of extraneous 
Invalidity asai qta: 

Thus validity is generally carried with 
knowledge and invalidity creeps into it due to 
defects from outside overpowering the sources 
of knowledge. If invalidity also is natural with 
sakshi then even in the State af Mukti, the soul 
or Sakshi which is eternal shall have to suffer 
from erroneous knowledge. 


Now the validity of Sakshi as an instrument 
of Knowledge is apprehended by sakshi itself, 
Sakshi also cognises that the sky and others are 
never proved false (in the past,present and future): 
But the question arises ‘what sense apprehends 
Time ?’ It is Sakshi alone that apprehends time- 
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Here again a number of words are beautifully 
annotated upon. In the course of observing 
effects of aging in order to infer: their cause as 
time (old age), certain facts are presented as data- 
aufana madd aafaa ’, when the relation- 
ship of time is inferred by the facts of astafsa and 
wës and others. Here these three words are 
commented upon by Raghavendra, ast and fea 
are associated with oldage and st#%a is associated 
with youth. 

Now ast is explained as damaadatd seq. skin 
hanging loose from tbe body. The dictionary 
meaning of at is ‘fold or wrinkle on the skin’; 
but aat especialiy on the upper part of belly of the 
females is considered as mark of beauty (afama ane 
ganas satana). So Raghavendra explains the 
word as loosely hanging skin which is the sign of 
oldage. Then afaafe yesa gray hair which is 
also the sign of oldage (isa as ~a-daftat). memi 
asama adila aataqatgnaa. The state of having 
the body whose limbs are all tightly covered with 
skin. Raghavendra in order to make the 
meaning clear, adds—alaataeat efa. The state of 
youth. 


Here doubt is raised. These signs of oldage 
directly allow us to infer time assoolated with 
them, Then why should Prashastapada introduce 
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Bix signs of inference without any particular use ? 
The answer is, no doubt one entering into the field 
knows the associated time directly from the signs. 
Here inference is used for oneself: But inference 
is also for others. . Trough he himsslf knows the 
time directly yet while informing a man who 
doubts the time, priority and posteriority (3% and 
aay) and other six signs are introduced inorder 
to convince bim with- their respective causes. 
Hence Prashastapala’s Bhashya is justified» But 
this argument is refuted in order to show that 
time cannot be inferred. 


Now the evil effects of time on the body are 
due to the contact of time with the body. So 
time isinferred by the presence of these evil 
effects. If the time inferred is long period aad 
this long period is conditione! (aufafafaa) as in 
the system of Nyaya, it is possible to have those 
conditions at one and the same time. Hence the 
association of long time can be found at one and 
the some time when the evil effects are not there 
on the body. Hence the conconmitancefis violated. 
So time cannot be inferred. 


Another process of inference of time is very 
ingeniously presented here. If after the birth of 
aman many courses of the sun are made. then 


104 


there is in his body ‘priority’; If a few courses 
are traced by the sun after one is born, there is 
‘posteriority’. ‘Simultaneousness’ in a body with 
another, means the birth of one in the same 
moment of the motion of the sun as the birth of 
the other(body). Non-simaltaneousness of the two 
men means that one man is born in s course of the 
sun different from the course the other man is 
born. Now time is to be inferred from the appre- 
hensions of these things. Thus the apprehension 


of the body as qualified by the attribute of having 
lasted through many courses of the sun is the 


apprebension of priority. In similar manner these 
apprehensions of different concepts of time like 
-posteriority, simultaneousness and non-simultan— 


eousness and others are to be formed. Then begins 
the inference of time. 


The movements of the sun in the sky are 
marks in the apprehensions as attributes of the 


body on the earth. The attributes lead to the 
idea of the movements made by the sun which on 


their part leads us to the absolute idea of time, 
by the law of association. The association may 
be indirect between the movements of the sun and 
the body. he body on the earth is contacted 
with ‘some substance’ which is in contact with the 


orb of the sun in which the movements inhere. 
This ‘some substance’ is time whioh is inferred. 
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This theory also is not tenable. For the rule 
or Vyapti of inference is again violated in the 
conception of Abhav or negation where natural 
relationship works out and not indirect relation- 
ship. For even the natural contact like aAa 
leads us to a complex conception (having qualified 
object-) l 

Now let us come to the point at issue. Let us 
admit a substance which joins together the sun’s 
movements and the body. But this substance 
need not be a new substance called time. It may 
be even Earth which is already admitted as 4 
substance. You can just conceive a number of 
atoms which connect together the sun and the 
body. 


It is now proved that Time.is known by 
Sakshi and not by inference: In the same manner 
the directions that are divisions of unmanifest 
sky also are known by Sakshi. 


But Naiyayika now objects that the sky 
which had the Characteristic quality of sound 
may not be able to transfer the activities of the 
sun to the body on earth. But directions are 
bereft of characteristic quality and are pervasive. 
Why should they not be able to-transfer the 
activities of the sun to the body on the earth ? 
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Besides the body in the distance is known as qz 
(distant) and the body near is known as gv. 
Both these cognitions bring the contact of distant 
Space to the body and the contact of near space 
to the body as their att:ibutes. These cognitions 
of a and aqt are different from those whioh are 
produced by Time. Now contanct or dain is attri- 
“butively apprehended in these two conceptions’ 
Directions serve the purpose of bringing about 
the contact resulting in the cognition of Tea and 
NIT, | 


But in both the cognitions (of qa and aawa 
of Time and space) directions alone serve the 
purpose of transferring the quality of «am and 
activity to the body on the earth. The distinction 
of cognitions (of time and space) are due to the 
auxiliary causes like daiq and fear This is 
recommended; because it achieves brevity. 


The concept of directions is thus explained, 
From a certain point the solid body which is near 
the rising mountain is called the east; in the 
same manner from a point if the solid body is in 
contact with the setting mountain it is called the 
west. Nearness or proximity is that which ha§ 
a little contact with the body close to the sun’ 
That which gets the firat contact of the sun is 
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is the east. That which gets the last touch of 
the sun is west. When matters stand thus, we do 
require & pervasive substance which would 
transfer the Sun-contact to bodies on the earth. 
Otherwise we do not get cognitions with attri- 
butes of eastern and western directions. Atma 
and Akasha are substances characterised by 
characteristic qualities. Time only transforms 
the activities of the sun to the body on the earth. 
So none of these can transform the sun-contact 
to the body on earth. Therefore a substance of 
great extension different from these should be 
conceived as a liaison-agent to ;contact the sun 
and to transfer that sun-oontact to bodies on the 
earth. This substance is ‘direction’. 


But this also should be refuted in the same 
manner in which the inference of Time was 
refuted. Many more types of inferences also are. 
brought for scrutiny and were found as unsatis 
factory- 


Therefore it is proved that the sky, time and 
directions are cogpised by sakshi, that faultless 
and pure instrament of knowledge and hence 
they are real and can never be contradicted. 
Hence the whole world, grasped by Sakshi, stands 
unsublated. For its validity is guaranteed by 
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Sakshi. All perceptions by faultless senses are 
warranted as valid by sakshi. 


Sakshi is an invaluable gift to mankind. For 
it assures valid knowledge to mankind. Some 
are directly apprehended by it like space, time, 
mind, soul, pleasure and pain etc. Other things 
are known to us by their respeotive instruments 
of knowledge, like perception, inference, and 
verbal testimony. Knowledge presents its 
objeots both positive and negative es real; not 
as unreal nor indifferent in nature. 


At this stage an objection is raised. aa: afta 

‘a pot exists’ is thus an instance of tautology. 

For the werd pot implies its existence and hence 

‘exists’ is a boring repetetion. And then aa: arfet 

is.an instance of contradiction. For az: means 

the existing pot and then to deny its existence is 
-self contradiction. 


This objection is not sound. For the «e: no 
doubt posits a pot whose reality is never jeo- 
pardised. But such s pot should establish its 
relation with particular space and particular 
time and for this we use the verb afta and others, 
Thia spatial and temporal reference is not implied 
in the use of mere uge: In some places mere 
assertion of pot implies its negation also, which 
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is set aside by the use of afta after that. But 
this is not the right sort of reply. For reality 
means its universality (both in time and spaces) is 
taken for granted. aq aq, da wada aaa). For aq 
ia never changed into we. Therefere tautology 
and self contradiction recur unchallenged, 


But calm consideration convinces us that a 
substance existing does not exist in all places and 
at all times. Hence tautology and self contra- 
diction need not even peep here- 


Now correspondance (atawiq) is accepted as 
validity, which is known by the same instruments 
which create knowledge. Hence qÑ apprehends 
knowledge and its validity and while apprehend- 
ing its object, apprehends it as rea) and ita reality 
never to be denied. So, the world apprehended 
by Sakshi, or testifying consciousness, apprehends 
it as of undeniable reality. 


Now Sakshi apprehending knowledge appre- 
hends it as valid if it is faultless; but if faulty 
it ia invalid. Now when it apprehends world it 
also testifies the validity by the presence of 
corroborations from similar and different types of 
means of proofs and absence of disagreement from 
similar and different types of means of proofs, 
So even after great investigation Sakhsi finds no 
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faults in the cognitions and henoe determines its 

validity. But while it apprehends silver in conch. 
shell it suspends the judgement when fault is not 

recognised and determines invalidity after the 

fault is recognised. In real experience as soon as 

conch-shell-silver is presented to the eyeit is 

cognised as real. But this is not sakshi-cognition, 

it is only mental cognition and mind is liable to 

to be soiled with defecta. 


But if Sakshi thus depends upon elaborate 
testification whose validity again is to be verified 
leads to an endless regress, To avoid all this, 
following closely the steps of experience it is 
accepted that Sakshi alone without corroboration 
from testificasion apprehends the validity of 
knowledge as well as knowledge. 


It is only when some doubt is entertained 
that we begin the investigation and not always. 
Therefore where there is the possibility of some 
fault there the doubt arises and investigation is 
needed and not always. Not always a doubt arises. 


A person comes and tells us there is water 
near by; but we doubt his honesty and hence 
doubt the validity of his words. We go a distance 
and see water. Still we do not believe our eyes, 
We go and touch water. The tactile perception 
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too is not relied on as there can be such a touch 
without its being water. So we drink it and 
quenching our thirst we feel pleasure. No further 
doubt arises because pleasure is Sakshi-cognition. 


This should not lead us to think that Sakshi 
too is not independent in apprehending validity 
of knowledge. But if sakshi has innate power to 
cognise validity as it has power to cognise know- 
ledge there should be ro delay in determining 
validity. This objection is removed by stating 
that Sakehi is endowed with two powers; one is 
to cognise knowledge and another to cognise its 
validity. Though the power cognising knowledge 
is functioning and cognises knowledge, the other 
power is obstructed by impurities in mind and 
till they are cleared the power to cognise validity 
is obstructed. When testification clears these 
impurities the native power of Saksbi works its 
way through and cognises validity. But if no 
such two different powers are conceived and 
sakshi works as one integrated whole, then in 
respect of knowledge-cognition it is free and 
functione; but in respect of validity-cognition it 
is impeded in its funotioning by defects of the 
mind. When they are removed the natural power 
of Sakshi works as usual. 
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If Sakshi does aot cognise validity of 
knowledge which ie never going to be sublated, 
then why should not Brahman also be sublated 
without any cause as the world is sublated ? 
Brahman is not suspected of sublation because he 
ie known as ‘Existence’ knowlege, infinity’ from 
Shruti. He is neither nesciencejnor its production. 
No illusion is possible without locus and there is 
no sublatlon coming sine die; Without Brahman 
the world illusion cannot be accounted for. 


But all this depends upon thé power of 
Sakshi apprehending the validity of all these 
evidences about the absolute (reality which is 
never oontradicted.If Sakhi has not that unfailing 
power of cognising absolute validity of Shurties 
propounding Brahman beyond sublation then 
easily Brahman also is suspected of uncertainty. 
and liable to sublation- 

Hence Advaitin must admit the invincible 
power of Sakshi which appehends the certainty of 
validity of Vedic Testimonies which unequivocally 
propound the certinty ani infallible truth of 
Brahman and thus save him from sublation or 
destruction, then why not concede the same 
certainty to the world which is cognised by 
perception of unchallengable veracity and the 
whole validity isjapprehended by the same Sakshi. 
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On this, again a doubt is entertained that 
perception is not a knowledge of certainty; but 
ita validity is questioned. For the perception of 
the world is like the perception of silver in the 
conch-shell, It ig the theory of illusion accepted 
by Advsitins that nescience in Chaitanya, condi- 
tioned by conch-shell. the locus of illusion is 
disturbed by the modification of Antahkarana 
which has assumed the form of conchshell, 
comitg in contact with the eye, and is changed 
into silver, and silver illusion. Hence we find, in 
the illueion of conch-sheli silver, the hand of 
Avidya or pescience. 


It has heen already shown that Avidya is a 
aquare peg in around hole. For it is not consistant 
with Advitavada. For it does not find any place 
to stay in- Brahman is not ready to sacrifice and 
surrender his omniscience in order to welcome 
Nesoience. Nor can Avidya seek shelter with 
Jeeva; For the existence of Jeeva requires first 
the existence of Avidya. 

Now certain shrutis that were considered to 
support the theory of illusion are explained to 
prove.that no such support is to be found from 
them: 

One is the oft quoted, and apparently suppc- 
rting Shruti: 
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ada aR fade fada a dan: 
AMIS giga aga aia: ngn 
fared yfaada miad afeeatad 
smeg ae aA Tae ay nan 


you must read this in the context of saifearargat 
aa Sita: aea. And you must also remember that 
there are afr (if) and fada a verb in the potential 
mood. And aaia (beginningless) aleo deserves 
attention in the interpretation of the whole verse‘ 
It wilt be shown that if these two verses are 
interpreted to mean the illusion of the world, 
the words shown will be. ill-fitted with it. If 
world were to be illusion then the verse would 
have been used in the indicative mood and not 
potential mood. This subjenctive mood beginning 
with ‘ if’ implies an undesirable imposition ‘Had 
there been no fire on the mountain there would 
have been no smoke there’. Thisis an instance 
of Reductio ad Absardum. The sentence with if 
ends in implying that the world does not perish. 


Now in order to interpret it properly the 
verb faz is shown to have the meaning of ‘to be 
born or to be produced’? In Reduotio ad absurdom 
we do requive @ general invariable concomitance. 
Such an invariabie rule obtains itself between 
production and destruction and not mere existence 


t 
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So the verb faz does not mean —"to be or to exist 
but i¢ means ‘to be produced’. 


Now Prapancha or world means the group of 
five fold distinctions (1) between soul and God; 
{2) between matter and God (3) between soul 
and soul (4) between matter and matter. 
(5) between matter and soul) This sort of world 
is never born; it is eternal and beginningless. 
Hence it is pever destroyed. It is a world of 
distinctions that is referred to in this verse (sat 
afi fda). The group of five is of the peculiar 
type, (34) because its knowledge leads to Moksha. 
Hence, that gz or Ña: is not found is only to be 
found in a fool’s dictionary. 


Now the system of Bheda therefore is 
cognised by Hari in his supreme vision (awn). 
The highest meaning of the Vedas is Hari while 
Lakshmi is the middle most meaning and the 
lowest is Brahma and others. Hence the Parmarth 
or the bighest meaning is Advaita (or unsurpassed 
by any body or Vishnu)- 


Jeeva over-powered by the beginuingless 
sankalpa or desire of ShriHari sleeps i. e- (Jeeva) 
becomes enmeshed in the worldly knowledge and 
loses contact with Hari; and by bis own desire 
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he becomes disentangled and knows through the 
shastras ShriHeri of supreme power. He sees 
olearly the world of tine distinctions and there 
wakes up and gets rid of all sheaths and has a 
direct vision of Hari- 


Thus the good and the wise put forth this 
system following the direction shown by the vedas. 


Now another Shruti which is allied with the 
idea is cited in order to summon them to put 
forth their theories of illusion and modification 
or mutation. sa aneaased: dad aa vale aad aa 
afama. This is quoted while elucidating safaat 
asiaan. The world is but the modified form 
of Brahman and bence world and Brahman are 
not different, one from the otber. Hence when 
Brahma the (material) cause ts known, all its 
modification or productions are known. To con- 
vince the truth of thie. some Instances are given, 
This is the contention of Ramanuja; according to 
him Brahman is the material cause of the world. 


But the Advaitin is an illusionist, His theory 
is to know many from the knowledge of one, 
Mary instances are given. The one is Paramartha 
or unquestionably true, and it is the lump of 
earth from the knowledge of which all productions 
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of earth like earthen pots and pans are known. 
The productions are merely modifications and 
they are not real and existing independently of 
the material cause, earth. These productions are 
real only in name. The only thing real is a4 or 
earth. Modification is something that undergoes 
mutation while the names are symbolic. atataoi 
‘use in words’ means fasar false or unreal. But 
this meaning is not warranted by convention. 


Thus throughly investigating the inter- 
pretation and systemetisation of Advaitavada 
‘we stop for fear of prolixity and not that the 
defecte of it have come to an end. 


END OF Ist ADHYAYA 


U ADHYAYA 


I salute that Narashinha at therememberance 
of whose feet all worldly calamities come to an 
end, and who dispels, like, the sun the shadows 
of darkness cast by ill-baked systems. 


This Second Adhyaya also consists of four 
Padas and is a logical consequent on the first 
Adbyaya. At the end of the first Adhyaya, Shri 
Madhva in Anuvyakbyana says- “Vishnu of the 
essence of infinite perfect qualities creates the 
world like a father, at ease, at his own sweet will”. 
Brahman as the agent Cause of world is already 
introduced to us in the first Adhyaya as one full 
of most auspicious qualities. Hence he should 
have been continued. Instead, Brahman is here 
praised as ‘untouched by impure smell of 
Nescience’. This is no inconsistency; for in every 
Adhikarana Brahman is said to possess a particular 
quality. That means, by implication, he has not 
that defect which is opposite to that quelity. 
Hence the continuity of that topic is logically 
consistent. For instance Brahmen was praised 
as omniscient and as opposed to this quality there 
is nescience. Hence Brahman is consisently 
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declared to be immune from demerits like Avidya 
and others. The very etymological meaning of 
Brahman in the sutra is fullness of perfect quali- 
ties and immunity from defects. 


Now to come tothe point that Brahman is 
said to be the Cause of the universe; and hence 
it must be quite different from sentient end in 
sentiont world. And it cannot be a soul. Other 
wise he would not have been omniscient and 
omnipotent. It is already shown that the whole 
of the Shastras made up of letters, words and 
sentences are shown to connote, in the highest 
primary sense, Brahman, the cause of the world. 
Even the whole sentence has Brahman for its 
import. Now the Second Adbyaya gathers the 
threads of the firat Adhyaya and shows that 
there are no evidences which deny the statements 
of the first Adhyaya- And hence the connection 
between the first and the second is Causal. In 
the Second Adhyaya ali objectiona to the greatest 
harmonization(aazag achieved in the first Adhyaya, 
ate replied in the Second Adhyaya. Hence the 
first Adhyaya is the ‘Cause’ and the second is 
the ‘effect’. 


As for the distinct arrangement of the four 
Padas of this II Adhyaya, in the first pada all 
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objections based on rational grounds are satis- 
factorily waved. In the second pada all objections 
based on the different systems of philosophy are 
considered, In the third, those based on vedic 
texts are replied and in the fourth those based 
on sacred texts which also appeal to reason are 
taken for satisfactory reply- 


Then in the first Pada the Adbikaranas, ten 
in number are included which have their distnict 
doubt, reply, and the rationale. But these topics 
of ths Adhikeranas are mentioned in detail in 
Nysyavivarana. Hence they are briefly mentioned 
here. 

Now in the first Adhikarana the Samanvaya 
of the first Adhyaya is challenged because there 
is the opposition from the smrities But sama- 
nvaya is sought and determined by shruties which 
stand higher in authority than Smrities, which 
are lower in rank and whioh follow those higher 
authorities implicitly. 


Here begins the discussion about the relative 
strength of shruties and smrities, as evidences: 
The contention of the Purvapakshi is that strength 
and weakness in evideaces should be settled by 
their merit and not on the ground of being smirit; 
and shruti. Now smriti commands greater 
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strength of validity, being the compositions of 
the most reliable men: 


A topic from Meemansa is quoted to prove 
the superiority of Shruti over smriti in point of 
of authority. atdatt eascat gama is from shruti 
and is pitted against smriti quotation atdatiaat 
Afsar. It is settled in Meemansa that here 
smriti is set aside being opposed by shruti. 


The Shruti statement means- “A pillar made 
of è figtree as high as the master of the 
ceremony should be fixed in the south western 
direction of the Hall. The Udgata should touch 
it and sing in the higher pitch. The smriti 
statement on the other hand enjoins- *The pilla! 
should be covered by enfolding the pillar with 
the cloth”; Thus covered the pillar cannot be 
touched. Hence there is opposition between the 
two statements. Being opposed by Shruti, Smriti 
dwindles into insignificance and invalidity. This 
is the conclusion of Prabhakaras. Bhattas think 
that Smriti should adjust its meaning to the 
necessities of Shruti and cover the pillar leaving 
a few inches space for touching. Hence smriti 
is a valid statement. But in Prabhakara view or 
Guru Mata Smriti is invalid. In this connection 
Jaimini sutra is quoted in approval of this 


122 


opinion. fada when smriti is confronted with 
Shrutis, they all lose their value as instruments 
of knowledge. But according to the previous 
Smrityadhikarana, when a smriti can be inferred 
to trace itself to original shruti why deny it, its 
due validity? But Inference only operates to trace 
the original shruti when there is no opposition 
from shruti. Therefore such Smrities eclipsed 
by shruties are expelled from the group of 
respectable evidences. This is all the argument 
of the PurvaPakshi, 


When he is confronted with an argument 
that Vedas should be interpreted on the strength 
of canons of interpretation and not based on the 
trend of Smrities; most probably the Purva- 
pakshin says that these canons of interpretation 
should follow the trend of Smrities while inter— 
‘preting shruties. Chandrika thus helps us to 
know what the heart of the opponent is. 


The Purvapakehin further argues that these 
composers of smritics are the most reliable 
because they are endowed with stirling qualities 
which go to characterise them as beat fitted to 
deal with such subjects. 


They are known te be omniscient and are 
endowed with great knowledge in respect of the 
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subject they treat, absence of desire to deccive, 
agile and active senses and great eagerness to 
teach. Deceiving tendency is the effect of 
selfishness and hatred. When the cause is absent 
automatically the effect also is absent. 


Raghavendra explains the terms used here. 
Now att means, faafaa amaria knowledge of 
the statements which he wishes to explain. The 
reliable expositor of shastra must have sound 
knowledge of that shastra. gestr awa Waiver desire 
to explain by using statements. This desire must 
be sincere and eager. If one is forced to explain 
shastra, the reliable man may not show the best 
part of himself. This desire is nothing but 
aptitude in the Apta. Then there is the likti hood 
of misinterpretation. Another qualification of 
the Apta is his effort (saea) which will help him 
to explain well. Next qualification is he is required 
to have strength and skill of the parts of the body 
employed in giving utterance to the expressions. 
This is mwtaea which Raghavendra explains as; 
Some letters like aand añ are born in the ws 
or throat; g and a@am are produced in palato am. 
These are the sw s employed in utterance. These 
must be strong and in working order. 

Raghavendra expleias afasfscar. The forest 
dwellers and backward tribes try to deceive 
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travellers by misguiding them. The reliable Apta 
should not entertain such low dispositions. 


Thus the Purvapakshin contends, armed with 
evidences that the composers of a and other 
shastras are most reliable and henoe their 
opposition is worth considering when deciding 
that Brahman is the cause of the world, on the 
strength of the shrutis. For Smrities stand for 
Rudra or other agents than Brahman as the cause 
of the world. 


The Sidhanti now crosses awords with the 
opponents without overriding the rules of chiva- 
lrous fighting. He sets aside the evidence of 
shruti. He chooses the same kind of weapon as 
that of his antagonist and challenges him on the 
same ground. If he has Smrities to prove the 
Supremacy of Rudra and others, there are other 
smrities like Panchratra and others whose suthors 
like Hari, Manu, and cthers are equally reliable- 
Thus there is equal opposition between the two 
groups of Smrities (aafaa). For here the 
argument put forth by opponent is counter- 
balanced Dy an equally strong argument. 


Even when both the sides are equal they 
cannot contradict each other. And those that 
are contradictory like the cognition of silver in 
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shell and that of shell are not equal. az: qaw:, 
qe: da: are two cognitions equal but they do not 
contradict each other. 


The fagfa says that when both Smrities are 
equaliy weighted Smriti which is based on original 
evidence is said to be stronger evidence than the 
other which has no support of the original. 
Pancharatra and others are clearly supported by 
the vedas while Shaivagamas have no such corro- 
boration from the vedic Literature. 

Besides the authors of shaivagamas cannot 
claim infallible reliability or Aptatwa. Yor the 
validity of knowledge and absence of desire to 
deceive others and others are very difficult to be 
proved. Merely the fact that they become ready 
to discourse to the audience does not prove their 
extraordinary eligibility. to do so. 

Then goes on a very hot discussion about the 
reliability of the Shaiva.Agamas. But the 
sidhanti, though the opposition is very strong 
wins the ground point by point. 

For instance the question of absence of 
desire to deneive ia the cardinal point in Aptatva 
or reliability of the Author. But the authors of 
Shaiva and other Agamas cannot be ascertained 
to have this sterling quality. To this the opponent 
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says that they must have some purpose to gain 
in deceiving others. No one indulges in dissem- 
bling wantonly for’ no purpose. These smriti 
karas have no such evil purpose to gain. They 
only intend to disseminate their doctrines. 


But this rule is not always true. There are 
confirmed deceives: who are known to deceive 
the public merely for the pleasure of deceiving 
others. We do not inclu:le this group with these 
Confirmed deceivers: But they may deceive 
others deceiving themselves first by thinking 
what is useless to be useful. 


If one of them is endowed with power 
of discrimination which dispels this self- 
deception, others cannot be ascertained to be 
serupulously discriminate in their behaviour. 
Some purposely want to sidetrack the evil minded. 
Others also may claim this quality. 


Again it is argued that due to corroboration 
from other sources, such nefarious intentions 
cannot be attributed to this group of smritikaras. 
What are those corroborations from ? They 
cannot be perceptions. Because the subject 
matter of those Smrities is something beyond five 
sensos (It is the cause of certain and the ultimate 
destiny of man which lies beyond the bounds of 
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this universe). Inference cannot operate being 
clogged with logical faiacies like Vyabhichara. 
Revealed vedas do not go to their help. To oall 
forth works written by their own protagonists 
is of little help: 

Thus goes on this interesting discussion. Thus 
the opponent’s smriti group, lacking original 
support and hav.ng doubtful reliability cannot 
rise to the elevation of standard system of 
thought. 

But the group of Pancharatra and other 
smrities being composed by Narayan and Manu 
and others have the corroboration of the self- 
revealed vedas. Hence they can claim superiority 
over the first group- 


Now the opponent objects to the very validity 
of the vedas or shrutiss; beoause they do not 
carry with them the personal qualities of the 
author (as they are sathorless); hence they 
cannot claim any validity in their exposition. 
But the opponent forgets that the very fact of 
being authorless carries the weight of absence of 
demerits of the author. So the authority of 
shruti cannot be questioned. Besides they being 
meaningful sentences and. having all the merits 
of good sentences convey their own validity 
of their meaning. i 
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Another factor we must remember. The 
Smrities and Itihasas and Puranas elucidate the 
meaning of the vedas. So vitally they are inter- 
related. But this does not lead to mutual 
dependence, as the vedas wait for the smrities 
to elucidate them and smrities wait for meaning 
of the vedas to validate them. For the vedas 
express their meaning independently of smrities 
Gepending upon the canons of interpretation like 
gama and gaagre and others. Them they convey’ 
the meauing that Vishnu alone is the cause of 
the creation. Smrities get corroboration from 
these original authorities. 


The whole argument clinched into succinct 
form runs like this— It is only the 8g, that is 
known tous, that leade us to inference. Now 
Pancharatra and other smrities are valid because 
they actuate us to fruitful activity. For those 
who practice the method laid down by it, invari- 
ably get the fruit promised by it. But it is very 
difficult to ascertain the invariability of conco- 
mitance of èg and awa through data collected. 
In many instances the concomitance is found 
violated: If at all, there is co-existence found 
cf the two, itis only an accident. We cannot 
even say that failure ia getting fruit is due to 
gnefficiency in its performance. For we are not 
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sure whether the failure in getting fruit is due to 
our fault or its getting is only an accident» Thus 
the validity of auaa and others is a moot point. 


Here Raghavendra explains the phrase 
arpatciaar used to mean ‘accident or chance’. 
RIEMTARAT qa ais Ita qaraati Just at the moment 
when the crow comes to the tree the tada falls 
down. Its explanation is mewaa megegaad; aatan 
fasera wat g aeg. Just as it is merely a chance 
and there is nothing preordained that the crow 
should cause the falling of the tada fruit, so also 
the performance of Vaidika karma and the 
coming of the wealth might be merely an accident; 
hence we cannot settle its validity. 


So is the case with the Shaivagama. Thus 
they are similar and are sailing in the same boat- 
But the Shaivagama once declares that the 
fruits to be obtained are common and the 
methods are easy; and again they declare that 
the fruits are uncommon and methods are very 
difficult to follow. Hence there is inconsistency 
and seif-contradiction in the statements. 


Hence the sheivagamas work under many 
disabilities while Pancharatragama relying with 
much benefit on the vedas commands validity 
and respect. 
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a Ranma wea aar ia aaa 


The Boudhas are trying to disprove the 
validity of the vedas. Gn the validity of the vedas 
depends tho question of the cause of creation. 
Vishnu cannot be the cauas of creation,because the 
vedas which propound this theory are invalid as 
their assurances of promise fail to come out to 
be true. Thus by failure of assurace some part 
of vedas are proved to be invalid. The parts also 
are easily affected with this disease of invalidity. 
Besides the vedas being revealed are authorless 
and hence they might not have been composed 
intentionally. Just as unintentional foot marks 
of ants though resembling letters have no intelli- 
gent meaning as they are unintentional, so also 
vedic composition being authboriess has no 
intelligent meaning; and henoe they are not valid. 
What of the smrities whioh are affcoted with 
many defects ? They can never rise to be valid 
composition. 

When such a doubt is raised Sutrakara meets 
it with strong arguments. 

Acharya in his words tells us that vedic 
evidence is unique and stands un-challanged, 
For they are authorless and hence they cannot 
have any faults which follow the human composi. 
tion. They are eternal and they never lose their 
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power of intelligibility. Hence thelr validity 
stands supreme and unaffected- The vedas have 
expressibility and hence have validity depending 
upon expressibility and stand very high in our 
estimation. Even the opponent appreciates this 
validity of the vedas as instruments of knowledge. 
Instruments are valid when they properly convey 
knowledge. The vedas are good conveyers of 
knowledge. If statements were to be invalid,they 
will be so, due to their mis-carriage of meaning: 
But these appear in that state on account of 
personal faults. Vedas being eternal and authoriess 
are free from author’s faults and hence are 
naturally valid. 

If one question’s the very eternality of the 
vedas, and if he be a believer in the vedas, to 
him the evidences of the Shrutis might be quoted- 


Another may object to its validity on the 
ground that it is not composed by one with an 
intelligent purpose like the letters formed by the 
foot prints of ants. This instance of the letters 
formed by the foot prints of ants, is an ill 
conceived instance. For the concomitance is not 
invariable. Besides it does not confront the 
meaning of the vedas. 

Thus if you infer that the Veda is not means 
of knowledge, because it is not purposefully com- 
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posed, still i$ Is valid like the story of destruction of 
many crows by ene owl which taught a significany 
and real lesson $o Aswathamap that he would be 
able to kill many. So also authcrless Veda not 
pretending to claim any purpose for its composi- 
tion becomes a valid conveyance of truth. 


Another argument is put forth to disprove 
the invalidity of the veda, thus; The Veda is not 
invelid as it is not contradicted by any other 
means of knowledge, like perception. The 
find inference te prove the invalidity of veda is 
disabled by safa. For in the perception we that 
here is no contradiction of other evidences, co, 
existing with invalidity. Now qda is contradiction 
by other evidences. That instrument which has no 
correspondence ia contradicted by other evidences. 
This is concomitance of mer and safe. Now we 
must show that it ie not found with awa. This 
can be shown in shruti- For shruti is a means of 
knowledge yet there is no contradiction of other 
evidences. ` 


As there is no contradiction from other 
evidences, there is validity in shruti as an instru- 
ment of knowledge. Thus there will be different 
arguments to prove validity in the form of 
‘correspondence’ to truth. 1) Vedas are not 
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invalid as they are not contradicted by other 
evidences and the instance is perception. 2) 
Vedas are valid for they are conveying meaning 
and at the same time they are not contradicted 
by other evidences; and the instance is perception. 
3) Veda is Agama; for it is a sentence and at the 
same time not contradicted by other evidences; 
like an accepted instance. 


Now the Sidhanti puts forth the three 
inferences in a different form:— 


1) Shruti is not a congenial conveyance of 
experience; for it is verbal testimony and yet is 
not purposeful composition (being authorless). 


2) Shrutiis not Agama (ana) for it is not 
one different from word: 


3) Shruti is not an instrument of knowledge 
for it does not convey meaning: 


For all these three, ‘contradicton by other 
evidences’ is safa. 


Raghavendra explains the attributes of the 
tg. The #7 is Mane afa sam faegea Here thè 
attribute is standafa. In a pot there is no 
contradiction by other evidences; yet there is no 
ward nor correspondence». Hence the concomitance 
is violated- Therefore the attributes Masa snd 
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the other two are used. For pot is not: dee nor 
means of conveyance of knowledge; nor is it a 
means of knowledge nor is it a sentence. 


Onoe the validity of the Vedas is accepted it 
is not a difficult job to convince the validity of 
the Smriti and Itihasa and Purana, For all these 
get the benefit of validity from the originals on 
which they are based. Those works are said to 
have borrowed their validity from the originals 
which have been composed after understanding 
or studying the originals. But the Lord Narayana 
need not wait to understand and then to write 
the works. He being all knowing may write his 
worke without going through them. But still the 
works composed follow the originals in their 
contents: 

Hence as there ia similarity of thought and 
content between the original veda and the works, 
these derived get validity, Beoause there is no 
contradiction from any source. Then why run to 
the original for validity; you may directiy assert 
their validity as those who convey knowledge 
sweep all contradictions before them. . But some 
times when certain assertions prove abortive, the 
fact that these works are based on the original 
vedas, saves them from the calamity of 
contradiction and keeps them safe with validity. 
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Independently inference cannot venture to 
confront the vedas or derived work in matters 
beyond senses, For inference cannot enter into 
the forbidden ground and defy the authority and 
validity, of those works. ‘The eye cannot deny 
what touch has perceived but inference cannot be 
summarily dispensed with. For when one shruti 
runs Counter to another shruti, there is right 
scope for inference to interfere and settle the 
claims of the disputants. 

Even the opposition from perception and 
Agama too cannot invalidate shruti or veda 
directly; but only if that is proved to be superior 
evidence on whioh this bas been based. For 
perception or Agama is inferior in strength to 
the vedas; so jf they differ from vedas they are 
contradicted by the stronger in evidence. But 
they prove to be of equal strength and they simply 
incapatiate vedas to convey the meaning by 
creating hindrance of opposition and cannot 
create certainty of invalidity. But if they prove 
to be basic evidence on which the vedas depend, 
they never prove the invalidity of ill-correspond— 
ance with trath but coax the vedas to give up 
the apparent meaning for a better suited meaning: 
For the vedas being untouched by def»cts and 
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being authorless stand unimpeachable and in 
fallible, and they are never utterly invalidated. 
The Vedas finding themselves confronted with 
their basic evidence, of supericr strength and 
unequivocally opposite in meaning, condescend to 
change their apparent meaning for a better suited 
one, in all their imperial glory of supreme validity. 
Perception and Agama often enjoy the privilege 
of being the basio evidences of superior strength 
to Vedas; but inference rarely enjoys that superi- 
ority- In their undisputed field of operation the 
Vedas themselves become basic evidence of 
superior strength to perception and inference 
whioh wi)! bend their unwilling knees before the 
imperial majesty of unquestioned authority of 
the Vedas- 


If the Vedas, as in some places, convey two 
meanings, one warranted by logical reasoning 
and another not favoured by logicality the logical 
one is preferred to the illogical one. 


Raghavendra enters into this controversy of 
comparative strength of Revelation and Reasoning, 
and presents the whole case before us fora critical 
understanding. On the basis of Annvyakhyana 
he analyses the body of reasoning. The backbone 
of reasoning is Vyapti or invariable soncomitance. 
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This vyapti is derived from three sources; perce- 
ption, inference, and verbal testimony. This has 
been treated in Vaisheshika Naya in greater 
detail. Now Raghavendra explains and illustrates 
these kinds of vyaptis, The first one is the 
concomitance of Smoke and fire derived from 
perception. ‘Brahmin should not be killed’ is a 
conclusion arrived at by the Agama. For this is 
‘based upon the Agama statement. An inference 
like the following- “A living body has s soul; for 
it has life’ has only a negative concomitance 
based on inference only- “that which haa no life 
hes no soul”. 

Of these three that inference which is based 
on perception aud verbal testimony is the stronger; 
for that which is based on inference must ulti- 
mately be based either on perception or on verbal 
testimony; otherwise that inference based on 
inference ultimately will be baseless. 


No doubt the discussion on the instruments 
of knowledge is a topic confined to Logic and not 
to philosophy (sata) yet in qadiniat when there is 
dispute about the nature, number, object, 
and purpose of evidences or means of knowlege, 
such discussion is legitimately included even in 
philosophy in order that the students might follow 
the subject intelligently- 
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Hence Madhva defines ‘the means of know- 
ledge’. (qam) But some object to the definition 
of Pramana as a satisfactory definition is very 
difficult to arrive at- It is a very lengthy 
discussion. Raghavendra while commenting on 
Nyaya Sudha, enters into it and explicitly 
explains Jayateerth what isimplicity mentioned 
there in. 


In order to give an instanoe of Raghavendra’s 
way of elucidation of very complex topics in 
Sudha we have chosen one, as limited space does 
not allow ua to acquaint the reader with the 
whole of his elucidation. 


Fhe context is the utility of the definition 
of the means of knowledge or Pramana. There 
is keen difference of opinion regarding the sataa 
or purpose of such a definition. Madhva has 
defined 40 as mda. ““Fhat which helps us to 
grasp the object of knowledge as it is”. 


Then what is the purpose of such definition ? 
“Fo know the symbol which closely followe the 
object’ is the purpose of such definition. Thus 
Raghavendra explains ‘svat dat awat’, A defini- 
tion is respected when it has some use. Then 
the definition of Pratyksha is taken up as an 
example. Now the derivation of mam is given. 
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‘the sense with contact’ is perception. The 
qualified object is known after the pure object is 
known. Hence in the commentary of Jayateerth 
on Tattva Nirvaya it is stated as ‘the sense 
inclined towards the object’. Following this 
explanation mam is dissolved as ‘afafeaa a aca a 
waa’. The meaning is “the sense in contact with ` 
the object”. is perception. Thus the name closely 
follows the meaning. 


Here Raghavendra is richly profuse in his 
notes. They are highly enlightning as they are 
very critical and soholarly elucidations of the 
original. | 


The purpose of definition is 1) to recognise 
the thing to be defined as different from similar 
things. 2) orin order to show the indicator of 
quslities like sarma that we may know it. 3) or for 
the use of it (in sentences) 4) or to determine 
the reason for the use of sam in the meaning 
required 6) or to serve any other purpose. 


The first alternative is accepted. Similarity 
is to be based on the quality of aaa (knowledge 
ness) or xaaa (Means to knowledge). Know- 
ledge and means to knowledge, are similar to 
Pramana; and pot and such other things are 
dissimilar to Pramana. By defining the za, the 
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author wants to show that sev is different from 
knowledge and means to knowledge, and it is also 


different from dissimilar things like pot and 
other things. 


Suppose we define a cow as having a dew-lap 
and other things. Then knowing this definition, 


when he sees an animal of this description, he 
finds it to be not a horse nor a pot. 


Really speaking, the person who defines for 
another, wanta the knowlegde of a thing different 
from the thing defined, in a thing other than 
defined: But the person for whom it is defined 
does not need it. The definition itself does not 
differentiate the undefined from the defined. But 
the knowledge of the undefined(different from the 
defined) is the purpose of the definition. The 
person for whom the definition is given should 
know only the meaning of the definition. This 
analysis of the definition is highly enlightning. 

A dull man is not eligible to know the defini- 
tion and its implications. But a man who has 
been informed through direct instruction, of the 


word and the reference to its meaning, feels the 
need of the definition for independent dealings- 


A reasonable doubt arises here. A teacher 
has two persons before him waiting for his 
expression. There is a man who does not agree 
with him, Hoe is an opponent bent on contradict- 
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ing the teacher. Then there is the student or 
disciple who humbly sits at his feet aud listens to 
him. Therefore the teacher, need not give the 
definitions to these opponents who never confide 
in bhim. so the definition is given through 
instruction by the Guru to the student who 
implicitly believes in the Guru. No, this is 
not the real position. If the student alone 
requires the definition to improve his knowledge, 
the teacher should use only the statement of the 
proposition to be proved; an assertion without 
any reason: For he has implicit faith in his Guru. 
If the opponent says that the definition alone is 
sufficient for the disciple while reasons and other 
necessary things are meant for the disputant, even 
this ig not satisfactory. For mere definition 
amounts to supply of meaning which work is 
undertaken by Dictionaries, Grammar and others- 


A conolusive reply to this opposition and 
countar opposition is given here. The definition 
well understood leads to fructification. This 
understanding of the definition takes place by 
perception and other means of knowledge. These 
definitions like auri sai or afer at do not 
express definitions. Had that been so, the defini- 
tions, being understood by.other means, would 
have been redundent- But to him who under- 
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stands this defination from other sources and 
does not know that this is@useful and required 
for the sake of understanding the innate power 
ef a word being the cause of using the word. 
this sentence anakan is used. 


For example one knows that the particular 
body before him is a cow by the express advice of 
an eldesty person, and then knows that the word 
wit means it- Then the first man is eager to know 
whether this particular body alone is cow or other 
bodies aleo are there to be called by this word 
cow- The elderly man instead of telling at the 
sight of every cow that it is cow (for it is an 
endless bore} uses a sentence expressive of a 
general concomitanoe namely ‘that body is the 
meaning of the word st whioh has dewlap and 
other things-’ This sentence alone does not in 
form the man of the Vyapti. But from the use 
made by another he comes to know this But 
if the man does not know the Vyapti, he becomes 
eager to know it and the this sentence tells him 
of Vyapti. Then he remembers the Vyapti and 
whenever he sees‘an animal with adewlap and 
other things he infers that that body is the mean- 
ing of the word @W or thare may be many other 
ways of knowing the meaning of the word a, | 
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Here a doubt arises. ‘This body should be 
called a cow because it has cowness’ this is how 
the word comes to be used- Now does he not 
know how to use the word cow or does he know ? 
In the first alternative when he does not know 
the use of the word cow how will he know it 
from inference also? Does one ignorant of fire 
know the Vyapti in which it is involved ? If he 
knows fire then why should be try to know it from 
inference?As it is an attempt to know what is 
already known it is a futile attempt: 

The discussion splits into many alternatives 
and enters into deeper layers of the subject of 
semantics, and gets sublter- Raghavendra follows 
the argument closely and adds hie crisp and 
intelligent notes so that we may follow these 
arguments with better understanding. 


Now the form of the inference is this:— This 
body is to be called a cow; because it has dewlap 
and other essential characteristics. What is the 
root of cause for this inference? It it the 
negative fact that the word cow is not used in 
bodies not having dewlap and otherthings? Or is 
it the positive fact that all bodies having the 
cheractaristioc quality of dewlap and others are 
called cows ? of these two usages one positive and 
another nagative which one actuates man to use 


- 
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that inference? In the negative usage it reaches 
excesses leadiug us to the margin of absurdity. 
Even the non use of cow in the meaningless 
word like Jabagadadasha must bealso an incentive 
to the use of the inference. If on the other hand 
you add an adjective to the Hetu and say ‘ Cow 
not being used in non cows which are known to 
be meaningful.” But Jabagadadasha has no 
meaning in general; while other words have their 
own meaning and yet they have no meaning of 
cow. This distinction is there. Hence there is 
no absurd excess. Still the word hare-horn is 
not used in the sense of cow. This is not the 
cause of inference. But harehorn is something 
not existing and cow has a meaning that is 
existing. Hence the diffurence. Even then the 
word cow referring to a particular cow having the 
name of Saraswati, not used in other cows may 
prove an incentive to the use of inference. 


Now in the second positive alternative the 
cowness is there yet cow is to be used as referring 
to all cows. And cow is not to be used in non’ 
cows. Hence with the reason of having cowness 
or dewlap and other things we want to show that 
a particular body is to be called a cow. 

Then the whole argument melts down to 
this that a body having no cowness should not 
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be called a cow; and equally well a body having 
cowness should be called a cow: He who knows 
this, is told the definition. Such a man, as 
uses Other words, uses also the word cow by 
positive and negative reference. He does not 
need a fulfledged inference- To ;this objection a 
rejoinder is given- In both the alternatives 
through the instruction of the ;elderly person he 
knows that the cow with cowness is called a cow 
and through inference he comes to know that 
in other cases of cows also the word cow is used’ 


Then in the second alternative (the word cow 
with cowness is used to denote a cow) the 
ebaurd excess that was charged against this 
view is to be attributed either to the instructor 
or instructed. The instructed does not know the 
‘Vyapti; viz Jabagedadasha is called by the word 
Jabagadedasha on account if its definition. But 
he knows the Vyapti viz; the cow is called a cow 
on account of its definition. Because the instru. 
ctor {the elderly person )has advised the instruoted. 
Nor the second is objectionable, for through the 
elderly person the other man; has understood 
the Vyapti. 


Now the whole argument may be thus 
‘summed up: It is confirmed that the main 
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cause of inference that the cow is called cow on 
account of its cowness is not the fact that- cow is 
not used in non cows, If that be so, the inference 
might be charged with the fallacy already 
mentioned But the main reason is the knowledge 
of Vyapti. (the use of the word cow with cowness) 
_and is already known; but he does not know the 
Vyapti viz the use of swastimati (a name of a 
cow) with cowness. Therefore there is no logical 
excess. 


Now another question had been raisad- Why 
treat this subject of semantics in a philosophical 
treatise? The reply is that it is never undertaken 
that a subject treated else where will not be 
treated here. Woe are careful to see that there is 
no overlapping of different branches of knowledge. 
Foreign subjects are treated here when a doubt 
arises with the textual topic on account of this 
alien subject. Or when a special purpose is 
served by a reference to such out side topics. 
There is no scope for wanton encroachment on 
Subjects of other branches of knowledge. 


Now a doubt has been raised that there is 
promisouity between the Koshas and Vyakaranas 
on one side and the present philosophical treatise 
on the other sie. But the subject and the 
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object are different. Hence there cannot be any 
promiscuity of subjects. The main subject of 
this shastra is Lord Narayana and the motive is 
the realisation of Moksha. While the Koshas and 
Vyakarana treat only words; and their purpose is 
correct use of words or at the most ‘Heaven’, 
Hence no promiscuity can be doubted. 


Here the opponent should be made aware that 
` he should not throw stones at others being himself 
in a glass house. His theory. of Adhyasa is the 
target of keen criticism. For the very attack he 
makes against others recoils on him like a boom 
rang. He defines ‘Adhyasa’ as a piece of memory 
in which something seen before (in some place) 
appears in another place; and he incorporates 
such and other definitions in his shastra. The 
Sutrakara in his sutra wate aa; gives his own 
definitions. Now «it must be told whether these 
very objections apply to those or not. He cannot 
deny those objections; for there is similarity 
of circumstances. Hence you must candidly 
confess that those objections which you have 
‘raised also apply to you. Such objection-ridden 
attacks cannot take usalong way in attaining 
clarity of thought. 

If a defective definition is accepted as a 
workable definition; then the howlings of the 
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head strong, shallhave to be accepted as means 
of verbal dealings. ‘here is no other cause for 
their ineligibility for conveyance of thought than 
irrationality. Before the visual realisation of 
Brahman if the vauntings of the arrogant are 
proved falae they are putin the illusionary status. 
But if after realisation, a certain thing is proved 
false it is higher in status and accepted as 
practically or emperically true. This arrangement 
-in the order of truth by the Advaitin will be 
rejected. For this irrationality is neither reali- 
sation of Brahman nor is it the sublation: 


Now the definitions given by advaitin are 
equally defective. Sudhakara feels the heaviness 
of the chain of arguments he has drawn so far 
and therefore he stops here fearing prolixity- 


Again the means of knowledge is defined- 
‘Means of knowing a thing as it is”. Raghavendra 
analyses the contents of the word arava. This is 
an abstract noun from ward, which means “not 
transgressing the limits of the object”. Phis is 
the characteristic quality of an instrument of 
‘knowledge. And it is also the definition of an 
instrument of knowledge. 


Now amı is used in meanings like draat, acer, 
yawitafaata, and ag. Here it is used in the 
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meaning of aatafaafa not transgressing the limits 
of the object. In this meaning it forms an 
Avyayeebhava compound. Hence Jayateerth 
tells us that ad arfaada gfa vari: But else where 
in aaiatt on sufadse, sar is taken in the meaning 
of avs or similarity and says awii means ‘having 
a similar object’. It is dissolved as Bahuvrihi 
Compound, and means “Knowledge which is 
similar to its object”. The explanation of 
Jayateertha as ad wafeseaada is to. be socepted 
as the final stage of explanation. Similarity is 
accepted between knowledge and its object with 
a view to stress the fact that similarity ia establi- 
shad between them on the basis of the common 
quality of truth or existence, found in both 
knowledge and its object. For knowledge, to be 
valid must be similar to its object in point of 
truth or being. 


We know the thing to be defined (wea) and 
the definition (sam) when we define means of 
knowledge as aata as we define a cow as atentfanta. 
But you should not go to the length of saying 
that here also aaa is different from wan as in the 
definition of a cow tobe menfema. But this 
should not be. Hence here it is defined as 
‘qaranmi both to be onë and not different like 
arafera and mia- 
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We must note that a definition is the char- 
acteristic quality of the thing to be defined (wei) 
and sea are all those which are eligible to be 
_oalled by one word and those which are to be 
distinctly known as different from others. 


Only after knowing the definition one knows 
the thing defined. Hence the knowledge of aaa. 
depends upon the knowledge of sau. Definition 
is given so as to fulfil its double purpose of 
usage and distinction. 


But if the characteristic quality were to be 
the definition then a quality not existing in ali 
the individuals of the class also shall have to be 
‘definition’. For non pervasiveness of quality is 
as much a defect of definition as over pervasive- 
ness (aftentfta) and adaa. The definition is used 
as an Inferential sign or 3g. But to be a %q does 
not require its pervasiveness. It ia enough if 
èg is less pervasive than the Sadhya. Smoke 
which is found only where fire is, is not 
found in all places where fire exists. Where 
smoke. is, there fire is; but where fire is there 
smoke need not exist. Still the smoke must be 
found in instances where fire is. Otherwise there 
will be no concomitance; Without concomitance 
inference is prematurely stopped in its function. 
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For when the means are denied, the end also will 
be detained. Therefore the definition should be” 
found in all the things to be defined. And that 
is the characteristic quality of it. 


It was our ambition to define ùt in such a 
manner that it will be found in all cows characte- 
rised by cowness- This is the characteristic 
quality of acow. Finding that other definitions 
are not to be found in other objects of definition, 
the definition like ‘having verigated colour. 
being a quality to be found in a few objects only, 
it is declared that Less pervasiveness is really a 
drawbaok in definition’: Hence quality of less 
pervasiveness cannot be a satisfactory definition’ 


But really speaking even qualities residing 
in a smal! number of objects to be defined, are 
called forth to describe a thing, which they do 
satisfactorily, and hence form workable definitions 
as they do the work of distinguishing their own 
substances from other objects. Hence those 
defective definitions also were acoepted as 
(workable) hypothetical definitions. So Kanada 
defines a substance as having activity and qualities- 
Now a substance is first defined as ‘qualifiedness’. 
Why again it should be defined as ‘activity 
(aaa) ? Is it because one that is partially 
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pervasive’ is not a good definition? But it is 
argued that ‘activity’ is not a definition of a 
substance but is mentioned there as another 
quality of substance. Kiranavalikara justifies 
the mention of activity in the case of substance 
to prove the inclusiveness of mind and wind 
which are not perceptible, in substance, on the 
ground of activity; and not to show that it is 
another. definition of substance. But these 
justifications are set aside as not being sound; 
and the first explanation is not satisfactory. 


Hence partially pervasive definitions are 
found defective only when the definer intends to 
include all members in things to be defined. 


Now begins the discussion about the meaning 
of ‘validity of saw’. Some think that knowledge 
in abstract is Pramana and has validity. While 
others think that the instruments of knowledge 
are valid: The truth is that both abstract know- 
ledge and its means are signified as sa on 
account of different etymological derivations, 
giaa gfa sari efa masw: sara one derivation is 
instrumental in nature (adia% aña) as it means 
that sound knowledge is got by this means. 
Another {s abstract in nature and means a, thing 
is known as it is by knowledge. These are not 
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the only derivations. it is also enjoined in the 
case of support (afas) in the sutra of Panini- 
‘at genmad. But usage does not warrant 


this meaning of support; and a, afga, and anta 


are entirely dependent on usage; and there is no 
usage to show that Pramana is the support of 
Prams. Now waz is only a #a termination. 
Hence sawt jis pda and depends on usage for its 
derivation. 


But it is objected that there is usage in the 
meaning of ‘Support’ also as in ‘fam sawi’ (The 
Brahmins are the evidence). Here the word fast: 
is inthe nominative case and hence its sree or 
meaning of the case is maf. So the Brahmins are 
the originators of sat or knowledge; and not the 
afas or support of knowledge. (afam is a 
different karaka from waf). 


Again it is doubted that Brahmins being the 
support of knowledge may have the meaning of 
‘support’ or amwr. Technically afasta is not 
the support of feat or activity. afamar is 
that which is the support of the activity of 
holding (ate) of the caes and the object of going 
(a4). Therefore validity belongs to their state- 
ments or their knowledge; and figuratively it is 
attributed to Brahmins formally. 
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Now if knowledge and means to knowledge 
are both termed as gam, then is validity, which 
is nothing but correspondence, of one kind only 
or is it different in both ? The first alternative 
Tuns counter to sidhanta in which knowledge in 
abstract is said to be gasammı and means to 
knowledge is termed as aqsam If the second 
alternative is accepted, then each variety being 
limited to one kind only, we cannot have a 
common definition of Pramana applicable to both. 


To this objection Acharya passes his verdict 
that qai mamaa: validity chiefly belongs to 
knowledge and word. Secondarily it belongs to 
means of knowledge, like perception and inference- 

Now we turn tothe main question of the 
meaning of amti or correspondence, which is 
termed as validity (mawa). The constituent parts 
of qeà are qat and ad. aa has been credited 
with four meanings. Intrinsic merit (aaa) Repeti- 
tion (ata), Not in excess of the thing (aad 
aaftafa) and similarity or Resemblance. The 
word #4 is used in five meanings like afwaa 
subject matter q4 wealth, qeg thing, sataa purpose 
and fafa Abstaining. The opposition makes a 
good case out of this material against the Sidhanti- 

The word amt might not have been used in 
the sense of similarity. For while enjoining an 
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Avyayeebhava compound it is stated that aar 
should be used in a sense different from similarity. 
No other compound can be used here because 
there is not the necessary eligibility for the words 
to enter into other compounds. Other meanings 
of wat also are not suitable. Therefore aut must 
have been used in the sense of ward aafaafa not in. 
excess of the thing or in short ‘as the thing is’ 
And af should be taken in the meaning of aeg. 
So, the whole thing amounts to the definition 
‘that which does not misrepresent its object of 
knowledge is Pramana.’ 

warafeaavafaafaericaa but this definition is 
affected with the logical fallacy of mutua] 
dependance, though it is free from over pervasive- 
ness: The fallacy is thus explained. First we 
must know the nature of Pramana. Through the. 
knowledge of Pramana we know ‘the object of 
knowledge’. After knowing this ‘object of 
knowledge’ we come to know the nature of 
the knowledge. Thus there is mutnal dependence. 
This is also another fallacy known as ‘self 
dependence’. For in order to know what Pramana 
is we must know the thing related to it (object). 
Hence there is self dependence. 


Sidhanti explains away these two fallacies. 
What is briefly put by Jayateertha, Raghavendra 
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puts it clearly. so as to be understood easily. The 
word ï in the definition of Pramana ‘qarafeuaia 
fasaaftaq is Pramana. So we conceive Pramana 
generally as either knowledge or means to 
knowledge and not Pramana as Pramana in 


general, Therefore there is no mutual dependence 
or self-dependence. 


Now how to ascertain the truth of knowledge 
originated from the study of Vedanta? If the 
truth of knowledge is to be ascertained by the 
truth of the object of the knowledge and that 
again by the truth of knowlege, the question arises 
as to what kind of knowledge. Not all knowledge 
‘can assure the truth of the object; but only valid 
knowledge. But what is valid knowledge? This 


very knowledge or a different one— Thus easily, 
this leads us on to Infinite Regress. 


_ All auch objections are easily set aside when 
we adopt our definition of Pramana. Now as said 
before atus is validity or Pramanya. Correspo- 


ndence is qar., And this arardqis chiefly to be 
found in word and knowledge. 


But as regards knowledge Pramana is of 
two types, one is Kevala or abstract while the 


other is Karana Pramana or instrumental. But 
in word there is only inatumental validity. 


The quality of being the object of knowledge 
(gaat) is to be found in the object of knowledge. 


157 


This gatis secondary in the object of word. 
Therefore aate or correspondence is chiefly to be 
found in knowledge only and in word it ts 
secondary. Now this gai is called aa with some 
definite object. This word is derived from the 
root Æ to go and the termination aa, (plus the 
termination of the abstract noun at) and aaat is 
formed. Thus derived aiat means ‘Being the 
object of motion’. This object (of motion) is the 
object of our mental activity which fs village 
(and other places)» Butin the present: case «fa 
means knowledge and not motion. (Those that 
means motion mean knowledge). - Therefore adat 
is said to be auat 


Now this aaa or validity is not of the same 
degree in knowledge and word. In knowledge it 
is of supreme validity.But among the instruments 
of knowledge the word has chief validity. Hence 
both are announced as chiefly valid. By word it 
is meant Veda. Because the Meemansa wants to 
declare the importance of Veda as the instrument 
of knowledge. | 


Because validity chieflly belongs to Vedas, 
therefore its scrutiny has attained importance: 
Otherwise what is the use of critical study of the 
useless Vedas? 
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What is this chiefness in knowledge and 
among the Instruments in word? The ohiefness 
really belongs to the object of knowledge. This 
chiefness and secondariness of the object of 
knowledge lend their colour to knowledge and 
word. 


Therefore knowladge is Pramana (abstract); 
while Perception inference and testimony are 
Pramana” (instruments). 


It ie not formally that the means of knowledge 
are called valid because knowledge is valid ‘and 
is generated by those means. Rather Pramanya 
is to be found in both of them, Thus. knowledge 
is valid because it apprehends the object of 
knowledge as itis. And the instruments also 
cognise the same object of knowledge. Thus by 
generating knowledge in the instruments through 
that knowledge we apprehend the object of 
knowledge. Knowledge lends cognisibility to It 
only because it conditions knowledge. But the 
instruments do so through knowledge which they 
create. Thisis the only difference which creates 
a different category namely Anupramana in 
Pramana. 


Now this is the all— comprehensive meaning. 
Pramanain general is that which implicitly follows 
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the object, Itis of two kinds; one is abstract 
and another is instrumental. Abstract knowledge 
is that whioh is in accordance with its object; and 
means of such knowledge is Anupramana- 
Abstract knowledge is of two kinds again; one 
is consciousness in essence and the other is mental 
modification. This first type is again of three 
kinds,best. indifferent,and worst. Best knowledge 
is really valid while indifferent is of the mixed 
kind and the worst is erroneous. The modified 
type is agein is of three kinds being created by 
perception, inference, and verbal tsetimony. And 
instrumental Pramana is of three kinds— senses, 
inferential sign; and composition. 


Even then this definition of Pramana is 
found to cover wrongly an accidently right 
knowledge. Itis aar¢ because it is correot. Still 
it is not Pramana; 

Raghavendra explains wiara in a different 
manner here. St means sTermaa (the coming of a 
crow). ais means atavaa (the falling of Tala fruit), 
sasaka awaa, Tata swasa anafaa. 
The form is arrived. at by the termination of the 
a enjoined when’ 24 is used in the sense of simi- 
larity; ultimately it means— ‘which is like the 
coming of the crow and falling of the Tala fruit”, 
It is like an incident in which unluokily when a 
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crow comes toa Tala fruit that is ripe it falls down 
without the crow being the cause of it, eheerly by 
chance; So also without the real cause, cognition 
just by chance turns out to be true and valid. 

Then an instance of such # cognition of 
accidental validity is cited- One holding five 
cowries in his closed hand asks another to tell 
him how many cowries he has in hishand. The 
other man casually tells him that he hag five and 
thus it comes out to be true, For casual truth the 
instance cited is—armnpareiturara. | 


So the definition of saw is to be found in 
some thing which is not sam. This is saved from 
this ‘fallacy through a critical scrutiny of the 
whole process of knowledge. For the person who 
replies the question is in doubt about the number. 
Hence his Cognition is of the nature of doubt 
and hence it need not be sa. So there is no fear 
of over pervasiveness. 

No doubt there is a part of cognition referr- 
ing to the number ‘5’ which is correct. So the 
cognition of five and the means to that cognition 
seom to be gam. The speaker in a bold surmise 
has hit the right answer» It is only a doubt of 
one alternative. Hence his is not warn, otherwise 
even’ deceivers shall have to be called authentic 
sources of information. 
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Or this difficulty may be avoided by qualify- 
ing Sadhana with the adjeotive ‘pure’ (fadia). 
It ultimately means that cognition generated by 
an instrument deveid of defect is validity or 
avast, Now in this definition if ffy is used zara 
is not necessary or cognition born of pure instru 
ments is uati. Fhus the real nature of valid 
cognition is mentioned here. ` ‘ 


This sort of validity is to. be found both in 
memory and repeitition also. Because validity 
means that which is according to the object of 
knowledge: That is why Shri Madhva has 
discarded other definitions given by other schools: 
For thereby he includes Memory and Repetitions 
among valid pieces of knowledge. ` 


Even then itis objected that memory wil} 
not be valid knowledge as validity thus defined is 
not to be found in memory. Thus a doubt is raised 
by áes. His point is that the thing remembered 
is not the same now as it was before. In the 
present the.former state of the remembered thing 
has disappeared- Memory does not revive the 
old atate that has perished. But memory does 
know that the past state of things has already 
passed. This does not amount to meta-physical 
heresy: But: Tarkika does not agree with this, 
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He contends that there is no such experience 
which would recognise that the past state is a 
past thing. 


Then Sidhanti aske him how to distinguish as 
one valid and the other invalid between a` valid 
experience and memory both of which have the 
same object? Tho Naiyayike says that at the 
timo of experience it finda the thing in that state 
only. But, in memory, the thing is not in its 
state. Hence the Naiyayika contends that the 
distinction between experience and memory can 
be maintained. Bus..Sidhanti differs from him 
and argues that the form of memory is that 
formerly it was in that condition or state: And 
let this knowledge (memory) on this account be 
valid. Ifthat beso, suppose a pot which has 
been turned into red was formerly black. It ie 
apprehended as black again. Is that apprehension 
valid ? Phe Naiyayika contends thus. Therefore 
the memory is invalid- 


But this contention. is not right. For 
Naiyayika has already accepted the validity of 
memory» And now to disown it is to be guilty of 
apostasy (Apasidhaata). For It is abandoning 
one’s own accepted principle. The Naiyayikas 
accepted the validity of memory. Now he has 
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defined Pramana as means to knowledge and 
then knowledge has been qualified by aur or 
valid to rob the definition of its over pervasive- 
ness, as it covers also Doubt: Then again fearing 
that it included the cause of Smrity also, 
Upalabdhi is further explained as Experience and 
not as knowledge in general, by Vachaspati. Thus 
we come to know that memory is accepted as a 
valid form of knowledge. Had memory been 
invalid there was no necessity of including it in 
valid knowledge. All this is corroboresed by the 
Naiyayika definition of Pramana as (aeaaqaaatas) 
means of valid experience, 


Besides what harm is there if memory and 
repetition are accepted as valid? For it cannot 
be said that alil memories and repetitions are 
useless- Besides utility and validity do not go 
together. For æ blade of grass of undoubted 
existence assures apparently no service to us. And 
memory and repetitions do serve some purpose ‘by 
affording pleasure or pain. 


The opponent argues that Smriti is not valid 
because it cognises what is already apprehended. 
So is Repetition. He cites a negative instance of 
perception. Again that is Pramana whioh creates 
& quality oalled ataai which is nothing but mani- 
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festation or sza in the object of knowledge, 
as the perception does. Memory does not create 
such araar in the object, For it is the product of 
aana or experience, — 


This is not accepted. For the genesis of maar 
is figment of a fertile brain. So, giving up the 
chase of ataat if anew definition is given as— 
“That is Pramane which apprebends en object 
(as it is) not formerly known”. Here ‘not. formely 
known” is an unnecessary addition. No doubt it 
excludes thereby Smriti from Pramana. But no 
where it is seen that tiegesre alone is sawt or that 
which creates monifestation in the objeot is 
Pramana-For the invariable concomitance between 
the two is seen by mere co-existence accompanied 
by faqa. All the three are shown to be 
impossible. 


If the known is to be known again it is like 
grinding the flour which is already grinded. And 
hence such knowledge is not recognised as 
Pramana. This is the contention of the Meema- 
nsaka. But Sidhanti analyses this contention 
and splits it into exhaustive alternatives. What 
is the meaning of fustan? Does it mean that 
another knowledge is not produced in the object 
already known, or it is futile attempt; or it doos 
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not produce any new result or it produces 
undesirable fruit. And all these alternatives are 
met with a square refusal. 

Thus enunciating a general defiinition 
‘the different kinds of particular Pramanas are 
taken for consideration. Now perception is taken 
up for discussion. So its definition is given. Phat 
which is produced or manifested by a blemishless 
sense is perception, A blemish is that which 
hinders the production of knowledge or perverts 
its production. There’ is good reason why 
‘produce’ and ‘manifest’ are both used. For 
perception includes the perception of God which 
is never produced aslit is eternal but is manifested. 
God’s knowledge too is super-senseous and 
included in perception. 


If this is so, then even Parameshwara might 
be subjected to sorrow and happiness. But really 
speaking pleasure and pain are not merely due to 
perception of objects; but there are other things 
like religious merit and other imperceptible 
factors which constitute the cause of happiness 
‘and misery. Because God is beyond those reli- 
gious merit and demerit; he is not punished with 
pleasure and pain- 

In Brahma Tarka it is said that perception 
is produced by the sense free from defects. Here 
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the qualified is given more importance’ than 
the qualification. But where qualification is given 
importance the definition would be = knowledge 
born of contact of pure ‘and defectless sense and 
the object. ® Here there is another advantage: 
over the first definition. In the. first definition 
there was soope ‘both for production and 
manifestation in knowledge.. But here production 
only has scope: This'being only created perception, 
there is no question of including God's -perception 
which is unereated and eternal. & only: manifested. 


‘Here Nirdosha means aat and 3q74.. means 
intuitional Vision as well as sensual. perception, 
Thus in this interpreettion there is a definition of- 
maa or perception which is common to both 
human and. devine perception. In this :context 
fadia means wat. This is tho definition of 
knowledge or perception in abstract. By adding 
qa: and aa to this definition you will get the 
definition of instumental . perception. Intuitional 
vision only shows— Fhe word wma means (aani 
adaa), aiae or matas it will be applicable to 
both human. perception. and devine perception... 

Now the validity of the knowled ge is accepted | 
‘as cognised by Sakshi. For Sakshi is known to be 
self=luminious; and apprehends its validity itself. 
Therefore there is no infinite Regress, Tf so then 
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there need be no’ascertainment of the ‘absence of 
contradictory evidenos. | “But. when ‘there’ is the 
necessity of test the absence of ‘contradictory 
evidence must be ascertained N ow, the test consists 
of an evidence which “ascertains the | absence. of 
hindrenée ‘ to the generation c of valid’ ‘knowledge 
on account of doubt _ whether: knowledge is 
' born of a defeotive sensi While - this. sort of 
test is ‘necessary ‘the absence of such contradictory 
evidence will help. the. Sakshi in apprehending its. 
validity- “Tofersnce” ‘only removes defeets in 


Badhi. < Tattva: Nirnaya’. settles this: discussion: 
It is contended here that the abseiice of defeots ` 
ig ascertained -by evidences” as it-is a. powerfu} 
evidence :.-which proves. the existence of a ‘defect. 
Never & doubt i is. ‘entertained ini all places w want- 
only- päe potn . = 
“Here there is an ‘attempt to prove ‘inforstially 
that the eye. “being. contacted, would apprehend 
the contradicted thing or object. Now we must 
know what: is meant by maa. “Is it the pall i in. the 
socket or-something else. ‘If’ it is the ‘ball then 
there is.no. evidence: like that. : Besides | ‘there are 
two eviderioes to prove that the eye. ‘apprehends 
things duly contacted. One argument is: The 
eye apprehends an ‘object: ‘contacted because it is 
asenso and itis the nature ` ‘of a senge” to ‘do ‘so 
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like the sense: of. smell. -Moreover it is an instru= 
ment of, knowledge. Ant the. instrument : of 
Kuthara does such a work. ..- 


Ta the inference that ‘the ‘eye comprehends 
the object: contacting . it because it isa sense ‘and 
an instrument: But if thë. ye means “the, ball 
only then it, As oledr ‘that it has ‘no contact with 

the’ object. Bia the i eye ‘ig som: _ thing other then 
the ball, then : no ‘evideng proves such a ) thing: 


“ ‘There iè ane evidence . which. “proves: ithe 
existance. of aneye.-different from. thè ball, for 
the reason that.the eye .gives: the. pereeption ‘of a 
form. ‘proves the existence of a sense in general. 
Then that:sense is not the eye-ball 4s also: proved: 
by: that...very_ reason: x: For. the : eye-ball ‘atone 
without the peroieving subtle eye-sight cannot 
give us perception. Hence some optic sense other 
than the. physical. eye.is proved. Thus-in order.to 
avort. the fallacy - of violation: of concomitance-of 
iima and. s aagsaimgaa - dno: super+sonsua] 
knowlsdge- the: meaning of contact. is made clear. 
Contact is not. physical. conjunction or union; but f 
it is in the form of power or. pervasiveness, or some 
subtle impression or some property. born of. the 
practice of Yoga» This j is technically called scarafa- 
If itip merely., some. potential power. then - why. 
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there not be. a perception: of: things. past and 
future. . Besides:things hidden by walls also have 
that potential power-.and henoe one must be able 
to:see. through. the: walls. 


if it is argued that the technical Pratyasatti 

takes for” granted that there should be no subs- 

stanoe thick in its constituents ‘in between the. 
eye and: its: object: for: this.subtle contact, then. 
any object behind. thick: and: yet transparent 

obstacle: may not: be: seen, by. us.: And: an: object 

too far away. (beyond: the range.. of vision) or. too 
‘near should also:bevisible:to. the : “eye as there is. 
n0' thick: obstacle, between, them: . 


“then | there | ‘is. ‘some. objection . from ‘the 
; s who teach that everything is momentary 
(lasts f moment); and from the Sankhyas who 
propound ‘mutability. or Parinama of all things in 
every|monient. At the moment when a thing. ig to 
come in to:existence; lèt- it be visible to all For 
according to him: its coming. into existence is its 
eligibility for‘petception: And when not coming 
into- existence alsó:is the absence of eligibility let 
it-not: be visible to. all: - Thus. visibility to some. 
and invisibility to. others-cannot be explained- 
. Phis degaia leads ‘to other absardities... For 
if.a thing is to-be visible without-contact. then we. 
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annot explain clearness and dimness in:the 
perception of a near thing and “a thing for away. 
But in our theory the raysof the eyes are 
attracted well by the object that is near and- are 
poorly attracted by a distant object and hence 
the difference in the sight of near and. distant 
objects. 


Very wild imagination is at work in finding 
out the.way in which perceptive senses. like'the 
eye work.. Ifthe rays of the. eye contact:.the 
object, others: Suppose that. the rays of the sun 
nix with the eyo’s TAYS and bring about the 
vision. Others still object to the going out. of the 
optical rays- All these objections are critically 
examined and the general definition of the’ ‘optical 
perception is finally settled “as knowledge prođu- 
ced by the contact of the pure sense with ite 
objects.” . 


This perception is of two: kinds’: < one is 
physical and another is divine and: pure conscious- 
ness. In Bhagavate it is stated: that fire being 
transformed... turn. into: ten senses,” along: with 
Ahankera, Al these are eternal in thier essential 
form. But at the time of creation: there “is 
creation of the original. ‘elements at. the tiine of 
creation. So, these senses are creations of five 
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elements: and ‘Ahankora. ‘This is the physioal 
form of the: senses. ‘The: pure senses are of the 
stuff of consciousness: 


‘Shri Madhva here distinguishes himself from 
other systemetisers. | Because the Sankhyas con- 
tend that the senses are only physical or material 
because they are made of the stuff. of Abanikare 
Fhe. Jains think that- they are of two kinds : 
group is mède up of Dravyandriya and the other 
of Bhavendriya. Raghavendra explains. these 
two. Skin and eye and mind are Dravya: senses 
and smell, liqued, sound. and others are perceived 
“by Bhavendriyas. » ‘Hence Madhva, - stands quite 
different from others i in his conception of magor 
perception. ` Yogateerth refutes the arguments 
of Kapila and Kanada in proving. the senses of 
perception, like the nose, the eye. and so'on- 


He then illustrates the two divisions of 
perception : Onei is. ‘pure and that i is to be found 
-in God, Vishnu and ‘Lakshmi. cand: the released 
souls. Among the perception: is pure conscious- 
_ ness: But. the. bound- souls’ the perception is 
physical combined. with consciousness. It will. bè 
shown how Vishnu and’ Laxmi and. the ‘released 
‘souls have perception.. - That - perception cannot 
be physical. For. they have: lost all touch of 
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physical contact. Therefore their consciousness 
is pure. Smriti and Shruti prove that Sakshi is 
pure consciousness is completely immune from 
any sucn defects. But the bound souls have both 
pure and physical consciousness. Because the 
bound also get valid. knowledge and in velig. 
knowledge. ` 
Among the beat souls © ‘the ‘consciousness of 

Sakshi has unmixed purity, but the middle and 
lowest clas) among | ‘souls have both defective. and 
purée. consciousness ‘are: _working. For instance, 
the, middle. class souls have’. their “physical 
perception both | “corrupted. and unourrupted 
successively, and i in the lowest class it is always 
ourrupted. l 

i Again the bound souls. who form. the “middle 
class should have an actualing. agency » to induce 
them to action. It cannot be pure consciousness; 
becouse they -do not -invériably have valid 
knowledge: ` Therefore’ the material mind will - 
contrive to. ‘arrange . ‘et: coguitional operations 
there is no necessity. of a pure consciousness as 
Sakshi: But’ this cannot be. For even ‘these 
bound souls have the ‘direot: experience: of joy and 
grief without. the aid of inference. “And thë- oniy 
agent that cognises “directly grief and joy 
; Sakshi the puré'senso of perception. ` 
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Now. this pure sense of Sakshi is most power- 
ful and its disposals are never proved false, : and 
hence it must be recognised as the: pure agent of 
apprehension. of internal joy and grief. This 
apprehension is never sublated.. Hence it is an 
unchallenged agency of experience of joy and grief 
If Sakshi were to be very powerful instrument of 
knowledge, it must -be pure ‘and’ without any 
defect. “Those | whose essential knowledge ds 
always í rrupt. and erroneous. must ‘have this 
Sakhsi whio 1. correcty cognises the subject of 
on alk ! thé mode ‘which’ is not mis- 
understood. “For i at nce, & mán of erroneous 
knowledge has the ‘correct, ik vledge of pleasure 
“and pain with their nature; but he. fails ‘to know 
these pleasure and, pain a are real and are controlled 
by God. 0 

. After dividing: Aksha into material and pure, 
the. material ‘is. again subdivided into six varieties, | 
Ear, Eye, Touch, Tongue and: nose: and mind as 
the controlling agency of these are. BİX. 


In the natural. course > of. ‘things after percep- 
tion inference i is: taken for cònaideration: and that. 
also is both. abstract and instrumental in nature. 
Inference as abstract. knowledge i is called saqaf. & 
inference; A8 instrument is called. ATA. which; is 
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an instrument to arrive at aafafa. This siqma is 
called afa, Now afra is also used in the sense of 
ata or abstract knowledge. So Raghavendra gives 
the derivation of the word». : First ava is derived 
from the root-at with aq. To thisis added the 
termination -in the sense of abstract noun. Then 
this-% and # are deleted and fa their place w is 
inseried. ‘Thus we have w7zat- 


Now afra is derived from the root aa-and the 
termination faa i in the sense of abstract noun. 
Thus we have qf». This word from another 
derivation qsqtaaat we get qia meaning, the 
inference, as the means to knowledge or inference. 


Here a doubt arises. The word afta and santa 
both mean the same- thing. Then’ if fafa hag 
some purpose, to serve why n not use Ít here also? 


To this. the reply is words have two modes of 
interpretation. ‘One is called main mode and thë 
other is called subordinate or- secondary.” ‘When 
saqfa is used (faaterrata; waaay) fadia is added to 
it because there is one good saat and another 
false saafa. Hf the ‘definition should not be appli- 
cable to false’inference, and real inference alone 
should be contacted, the word fadia is added on to 
it: diate is: implied’ inthe word itself. So the main 
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afra is one. which suffers no violation of consomi- 
tence and hence’ has faata in its very body» 


No ow AJAI and. ufeat are not. by turns defined 
and definition. So, aqatis not the definitian of 
afaa and afra is ‘not, the definition. of aaar. But 
rather wqatis called aña, because deriving afia 
with an objective derivation (mAsa) | ‘means an 
Object to be related. So afaa is that which gets 
related with ata and hence aaat.is that which gets 
related: with: atq. This explanation is suggested 
“by: telling us ‘that: aqar: is afta. 


“There i is another p purpose to: serve -by the use 
of aia after azar. Now different schools adopt 
‘different: relations*béetween awa and awa. Madhva 
rejects them ‘as, illogical. and unwarrented by 
evidence. ` And: ‘only one regular’ relationship is 
maintained and that is afii or anfia, Concomitance 
between aia and area which is invariable. siā is 
fasion area’ which means ava is invariably related 
“Or found: with ater and this invariable.concomi- 
tance is: the attribute of eta OF aiaa. 


“Now miai is definea -as atarna or invaria- 
bility of ooncomitencè. That without which 
something > cannot: establish. its existence -is 
related with it and this relation is called. suta“ 
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The definition of sata again in Tarka Tandava 
is like the following— A. certain thing im some 
-place at some time, if not associated with another 
thing in some place at some time, cannot get its 
existence This logical. impossibility of existence 
is called sarfta or concomitanve. ` . 


This afta is of two kinds. One concomitance 
ie positive and another. negative. If.ae is proved 
invariably existing with - atqa -itis aaqaeutta. oF 
positive concomitance. If onthe other hand the 
absence, aa is proved | +o. be found swith. -thè 
absence of amait is safata -zatfta or. negative 
conoomitance: | 


After. the division of enia into. two. We 
consider the full significance and. purpose. of the 
negative concomitence. - if Raseafatet is to ‘be 
derived as aa: safare: gaam. one having: only 
negative concomitence, . _ then how «can: there be- 
association of two. non-existing: things: „Ibis not 
fair to say that. such ‘association is; found. -But 
an explanation. for, the negative. concomitance is 
to be found. elsewhere. When -we wanted to infer 
tho existence of a soul. ina living-bodyonsiecount 
of the existance of life, we found the:consomitence 
verified-only:in a living. body and hbo. wliere ‘else: 
So, ifthat is doubted: how to prove it: was ‘the 
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and with its help we prove the positive conoomi- 


tance ia the living body. And the desired conclu- 
sion is arrived at. 


The meaning of Vyapti is exhaustively 
thrashed ont. ‘Phe first moaning of Vyapti as 
already referred to.is that aam or instrumental 
inference or reason is that which has invariable 
concomitance with Sadhya--'This reason need not 
necessarily be told as existing in Paksha. | 


This definition of Reason is taken for consi- 
deration- Concomitance is said to be some rela- 
tion of which reason is one related thing. The. 
‘other is Sadhya. These two might be two attri- 
butes and these two are of two kinds. Some , 
attributes. invariably avoid. each other. For insta- 
nee dependence and independence and created . 
and eternal or here swa is one which has the 
the relationship of concomitance.. Here thetwo 
might, be things qualified with- attributes, and» 
then. they might be related, one with the other: 
or one of. them only. related. with the other. 

‘ Invariably: -with the. other ’ . means baving one - 
_kind of relationship withthe other, Some: others 
are found. one with the- other. ca 
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Thus anfa is being divided and subdivided, 
and is described with those subdivisions. 
Inspite of all this discussion everyone will 
not remember how to derive the knowledge of fire 
from smoke. For the concomitance alone leads 
us to the inference of fire whioh is known to us. 
This weg or the fer if it is to be the instrument 
of inference, must be first known and its conco— 
mitance also well-understood: In perception, . the 
eye by its very existence, serves as an instrument... 
of knowledge. But in inference the reason or sara 
or fat known and known aè invariably concomitant 
with aa, will lead to inference or aafafa- 


‘Here different schools like Prabhakara and 
and Tarkike are referred to- ‘And the relative 
values of their difinitions are disoussed. J ayateerth 
uses one against the other aad gets rid of him. 
Thus culminating he ultimately puts, forth bis. 
own n theory and shows its superiority over all. ` 


Finally in- Tarkike’s opinion it is Vyapti 
and the knowledge of the Vyapya in a certain 
thing that go to give us ‘the inference. Thus 
smoke on the mount ‘gets itself associated with 
fire. through concomitance.and these two pieces of 
knowledge should cooperate and combine to- 
produce the required inference. This* third 
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knowledge also is essential. Without the first 
two the third alone cannot do any thing. 


Now the Sidhanti_ states his own process 
of reasoning. Itis not NECOssALY ; to prosaoribe a 
standerd and universal course of process of. 
inference. Where. really. at the sight of smoke 
you are reminded of the Concomitance of. smoke. 
with fire, we have no objection to your way of 
process. But. where ‘without the ‘sight of smoke, 
and with the guidance of: ‘elderly. people you have 
gathered the knowledge, of vyapti,. you. are Teml- 
nded of the vyapti. andi this. combined , -sedond 
knowledge alone will arise. as. ‘this. niount: hag -~ 
amoke concomitant ` -with fire’. And your thre 
foid knowledge process falls out. For the same 
happens in the ‘recognition’ at the contact. of eye. 
with the object when it is aided by.. mental i impre- 
ssions ` (sitaaa: ) without any intermitant know~ 
ledge, Tf the question arises about the. cognition : 
of the general concomitance, it. can be stated that 
it arises by perception or inference ` or verbal 
testimony aa is found suitable on the occasion. 


Inference is of ‘two kinds-—one is for aeif and. 
the other, for others. 1): knowledge of reason or 
sara along with the.recollection of vyapti without 

the necessity of expressing it before others. while 
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2) the sevond type does need expression before 
others, whioh ia able to create knowledge of 
vyapya or sign. Thereby he suggesis that the | 
necessity of five limbs of- syllogistic reasoning 
is discarded. .For-when the general concomitance 
is known ahd the reason is known to be in the 
Paksha then what else is necessary ‘to prove & 
certain thing. 

The process is like this—Thero is aman who 
knows the fireon the mountain. Another comes 
to him who has understood the mountain ‘to be 
without fire and asks him evidence in the existence 
of fire òn the mountain: To him the first man 
tells the, concomitanté that where there is smoke i 
there is fire. There is no inconsistency at all, 
Therefore the enunciation of the concomitance 
is the expression of the inference to a second man. 
If this i is sufficient toremind the second ` man of 
the steps in the reasoning the first man neod not- 
unnecessarily go ‘through other steps before the 

. second man. 


But it is pleaded that.a full fledged syllogiem 
‘with the five limbs is a logical necessity to remove 
the doubts. that rise up. True but even when the 
five limbs are used. there fs no certainty that the 
second man would be free from doubts When 
every step is doubted if the first man were to 
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enunciate the five steps it will be an endless 
business. So after the eoncomitance is reminded if 
the reason is shown’ and: all the: doubts are 
removed, then that much‘ alone: is considered the 
the form of inference for the second. man. But 
really speaking as many. of. the limbs as the 
second man would require to understand tho 
reasoning, must bè “supplied . to, him and those 
many, would. ‘constitute the inference for others’ 
The contention ig that. there ‘ is no. fixed rulo. 


If indefectible reasoning is inference we must 
know the defects in reasoning which are called 
fallacies. Direct fallacies which affect the. reason 
are only two: contradiotion. and inconoistenoy. . 
First we must know in “general what defect of 
reason means. Raghavendra beautifully explains 
what is stated by J fayatheertha.. Some. thing that 
is the reason or Linga has that power ( through 
conoomitance) as. instrument (smoke) to create 
knowledge (of fire), But this defect would hinder 
that power and stop creation of knowledge -or. 
that defect would neutralise that natural power 
and invest it with. some . perverting power ( to 
Vitiate. the meaning through doubt or perversion.) 

Acharya mentions first Virodha or contradi- 
ction because all other fallacies: can be’ included 
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in this and hence it is the most’ powerful fallacy. 
This fallacy is seated in meaning without passing 
through the word.So Virodha refers to the meaning 
of yukti or reason (Linga). 


Now Virodha i is defined by J ayateertha; Because 
Acharya has left it so that bis disciples should 
gather it themselves from what has been said 
before. The definition runs like this—Contradiction 
is that which refutes the possible relationship of 
Sadhya and Sadhana, which seem to be consistent 
with eaeh other in meaning as Sadhya and 
Sadhana, and incapatiates it in its function as 
Hetu or Reason. Hetu or reason loses its capacity 
in bringing about syntactical compatability with 
sadbyýa (aeerd saa Araarata: ) 


The other important fallacy is Asangati. It 
is defined as réason which is not connected with 
Pratijna or General enuncistion ; a8 ‘satisfying 
the querry roused by it. (The instance: of virodha 
is dfa: pavanq Sound is eternal being oreated): 


Then the different varieties of Virodha and 
Asangati are considered'and vyapti is taken up 
for general discussion. Some say that -the 
relationship of Vyapti.should be free. from the 
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defective contact of Upadhi.. But this is not 
true. For now.we:are on the verge of absurdity- 
The knowledge of upadhi is dependent upon the 
knowledge of vyapti. which egain is dependent 
upon the knowledge of upadhi. So we are 
moving in a circle. | 


Then how to establish the use of Sadhya and 
Sadhana ? we may say that we depend upon the 
possibility of the coming inference. Really 
speaking that attribute which does not pervade 
its pervader hes ño concomitance with it. Before 
inference, if-upadhi arises, as vyapti ís yet to be 
known, and it is considered not pervaded, it goes 
very hard to establish what is ‘Sadhya and what 
is Sadhana. Because before Vyapti is known, one 
cannot ascertain what is Pakshe,. or Sadhya or 
Sadhana,and the pervaderand the pervaded are not 
_ yet marked out as Sadhya and Sadhana. Hence 
-upadhi cannot bè recognised: as. pervading ‘the 
Sadhya. To this the reply is that the relationship 
of Sadhya and Sadhana. i is present in our mind or 
the possibility of the future inference ` “would 


supply it. 

Now what: is upadhi or Condition on which 
the Sadhya Sadhana. relationship is maintained. 
The definition of upadhi is that it is the pervader 
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. of Sadhya and not pervaded by Sadhana. But is 
this Vyapti with pure or unqualified upadhi? If 
so qualified upadhi is not included. If it is 
quallfied upadbi unqualified and pure upachi is 
not included. 

Upadhi can be defined without the use of 
the terms Sadhya and Sadhana. Hence both 
kinds of upadhi can be “included. 


_ .. After the inference begins its operation there 
is Satpratipaksha, Because by the very definition 
of Upadhi it is not concomitant with Sadhana 
( The inference - there is smoke in the kitchen 
because. there is fire - is affected with upadhi 
which is anaaga- Fire under the condition of 
contact with wet fuel can infer smoke; otherwise 
-- not.) Sadhana is fire and the upadi, contact of 
wet fuel, being not found with fire in the kitchen, 
removes sadhya or smoke:also from: the kitchen; 
-bacause the upadhi is concomitant with sadhya 
or smoke, Thus when there is no upadbi or 
contact of wet fuel, there will be no sadhya or 
smoke. That is how reason is counter balanced 
by opposite sadhya (aasfana }- 


Upadhi is awa anea afa amaram (is 
the pervader of sadhya and yet it is not perva- 
ding the sadhana).Is this the general. definition 
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of upadhi or particular definition ? This is not 
the general definition of upadhi. For take the 
inference: The inherent relation anata: resorts 
to another thing inherently; (andar) because it is a 
relation like contact ( ddw )., Here ( gent). is 
‘upadhi in this inference. Then this must pervade 
the sadhya. But take the universal like aza 
which resides. by the relation of aaa in’ ae. 
Therefore there is qataea in aza; yet there is no 
Fara which is upadhi- So it is not pervaded by 
Sadhya- But it is. pervaded by sadhya characte- 
riséd by sadhanas Nor isit the second. For ‘it 
‘is only qualified upadhi that'is defined. But you 
shall have to define pure “and uncharacterised 
upadhi. | 


When thus’ inestioned the Sidhanti replies 
that he advocates the. “general: definition of 
‘uphdhi- This general, is inclusive of both qualified” 
and pure upadhi- . 


Even general expressions in -proper context 
become particular expressions. In a . special 
context ‘Bring aman’ -means the particular man. 
In the present context we are here discussing 
the cause of the ‘cessation of the operation of 
Anumana. ‘One thing to bė noted is that Anumana 
though confronted with a weak evidence, never 
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stops in ite operation of yielding a conclusion. 
Only more powerful evidence stops its operation. 


- This is not the only cause. The opposition 
of evidence especially of self contradiction enfee- 
bles the argument and robs its power of yielding 
conclusion. Contradiction of statement is of two 

‚kinds. One is of superior strength and another 
of equal strength. self-contradiction is again of 
two kinds. Apostacy or giving up of one’s 
accepted principle is. the first and Jati is. the 
second, Jatiis eandwaad qa sargfit: | contradiction 
in one’s own statement. This. Jati again. is sub- 
divided into three kinds— 1) Contradiction, of 
one’s own statement. 2) of one’s own system of 
reasoning 3) and of one’s own action. 


Here we must. see.and appreciate the superb 
skill of Raghavendra's way of interpretation and .. 
elucidation. Now a question of logical..division 
has arisen. The elements that hinder the Hetu 
or Anumana from creating. conclusion are taken 
into consideration, Avyapti or Vyabhichara was 
found to be one, suoh cause... After accepting it 
as & solid rook to base the origination of logical 
conclusion where is the necessity of Pramana 
Virodha as a separate csnee of such: hindrance. 
For Pramana Virodha.ultimately ends in creating 
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Vyabhichara. This is an objection raised against 
Acharya’s mentioning of Pramana Virodha as a 
separate cause of bindrance.from Avyapti- 


Here J ayateerth ‘quotes a Nyaya in philoso- 
phical humour, in order -to brush aside this 
objection. That Nyaya is called agaia sawn aama- 
“But how this Nyays helps to` raise this objection 
‘is not explained. Raghavendra comes to our heip. 
He explains | it thua‘aat Frey: - qaqacmantat afa att: 
at da: afana aa eana fader’ qagan aA vasa 
aa: aoaie qaña qefa sf aad gad: A mandi~ 
cant, if given scope to stretch bis legs inside 
the house, in his encroaching spirit slowly enters 
into the house. ‘In the same manner in order to 
recognise the power of contradiction of one’s. 
‘statement as ‘hindering: Anumana to operate, we 
had to recognise its genus sinfda contradiction 
of self assertion; and assign a separate plece toit. 
i Then. automatically. its another species semfata 
. gets sanction for its separate. place to hinder the 
function of reasoning. : Now Pratijna Virodha is. 
the, genus and itis subdivided. in to Swavakya 
Virodha and Pramana Virodha, A limit viz 
‘Swavakya. Virodha was © given. Tecognition and 
then bigger limb sfaaifatia got it; This- took. its 
member Pramana ‘Virodha | inside and got its 
recognition, 
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Raghavendra helps us to understand a` 
particuler unit of sadbya right from the :begin- 
ning with showing the beginning and end of the 
unit. So long Acharya. showed that- ewavakya 
virodha has a separate. existence and function in 
counteracting the movements of reasoning. But | 

_ this assertion alone. cannot prove its independent 
position. . Hence Jayateertha. goes on explaining 
away the objection by vagi afa. Then Ragha- 
vendra explains that. when awavakyavirodha „is 
Shown the question of Avyaptl. or Vyabhichara 
does not arise at all. 

For we have made a general assertion either 
as ‘the mountain has fire or has not. got fire’ But. 
the truth of this statement is not. accepted by 
both sides- Hence none can ascertain that on- 
the mountain where there iano. fire, there is 

smoke in order to prove Vyabhichara. 

_. -Next Raghavendra in‘another context shows: 
both the beginning and end of the unit; The topic 
begins with gaa vaafa and ends with daufarfefa 
which is a bit loogway from the beginning. 
When thus a unit Is marked out it becomes easy 
for one to follow the argument and got the import 
correctly. i 

Here begins the consideration of independent 
status of Pramana Virodha- The opponent admits 
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the independent status of Swavakya Virodha but 
objects to coneede. the same status to Pramana 
Virodha. For he contends that when . there isa 
Pramana Virodha toa Hetu, it becomes aqaaq 
which is explained by Raghavendra as not existing 
in the Paksha- Or it becomes aåatfam or suffers 
Violation of Vyapti as Hetu is found where there 
is no Sedhya: Now aqaaw (is explained as) Hetu 
not existing in the Paksha which is nothing but. 
a Substance with the attribute(Sadhya)of doubtful 
existence (because it is yet to be proved). When 
there is an ‘attribute opposite to Sadhya cognised 
by an evidence. in the Paksha, itis no Jonger a’ 
Paksha,’ And its attribute ty nolonger becomes 
the attribute of Paksha. Hence the Hetu is 
found inthe ‘Paksha where already the evidence 
has dethroned the former Sadhya and enthroned 
another jo ite place. _ So Hetu, found in Paksha 
‘where Sadhya is. not existin: gf amounts to 
Vyabhichara. i 


When such a an objection i is raised; $ a guitable 
reply is given. In Nyaya. Sudha sometimes it 
becomes very. difficult to. mark the end of the 
objection and the. beginning of the rejoinder. 
Raghavendra i is there. ready to help us- He shows 
where the objections: begin.. aand aigat suafa 
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ami gafar: Then the beginning of the rejoinder 
is laconic. gaa seaadeaafe andae na. 


As for the reply, even in (other means like 
mas or perception) Pramana Virodha is accepted 
as independent defect because it is not. found in 
wa; hence in Anumana also for the very reason 
let it be considered as inde pendent defect and not. 
subsumed under amfa. Let us see if Pramana 
Virodha would. ‘expose afta just at the time 
when nfa or general concomitance is being known 
or when the- inferential. operation’ is: over. The 
first alternative; is ‘acoeptable to us: But the 
second is unwanted. ` ‘For. Pramana Virodha is 
the source from which armen derives its ‘supports 
Under such .ciroumstances: we should pefer the 
basio ground: (upajeevya) . which - is: Pramana 
Virodha to Avyapti or Upajeovaka. Still many 
more objections arejraised against opponent’s view 
of inclusiveness of Pramans-Virodha and vigoro- 
usly maintaines independence as against the said 
‘inclusiveness of the Pramana: Virodha. 


Bo long the flaws. or defects: or. fallacies: in 
Anuman are shown. Now ‘Sidhanti ‘takes for 
consideration, the reasons for Nigraka. ( Fragearat ) 
This is & significant term. ‘Sthana ‘here: means 
reason ( fafaa as in araea ) and ` Nigraha means 
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( amaa gia: ) fallacies sufficient to ' declare one’s 
defeat- Hence it is. fully significant name as it 
means a flaw in an argument by which a dispu- 
tant is fit to be declared ‘defeated’. 


Here Acharya’ shows that all these are 
included in virodh and others: But it 'is not dealt 
with here as. it i is dealt with, in other. places. or 
Acharya suggests that there so called reasons for 
defeat which do not. occur: in dilestical disputes 
are no' Nigrahasthanas. 


This dialéotieal dispute or katha (wer) is 
defined - as logical discussion in the form of 
sentences in which many learned men participate 
while defining katha Jayateerth uses that word 
twice. The katha is the word. to be defined; and 
it must be reposted. So one katha is used in its 
derived meaning. while the: other is used conven- 
tionally. ( Acharya į introduces katha thus maei 
falfa efa Afaan ‘Here another’ word katha 
should be: repeated. ye The. word. fasttaatq -is the - 
genative plural of the present participle of at with. 
fa, and is used in the sense of an. agent of action 
(those who know): Discussion of those who know- 
deeply- It is used in: plural ` ‘in order to include- 
dialectical: debate participated. ‘by two. This is 
w AETAAA a.oclass name though: ‘conveying: one ` 


192 


thing signifies many. Construing this with war 
the whole thing means fagwndewar Debate conduc- 
ted by the learned, based on thought. Hence it 
is not a light talk in which the learned have 
participated. 


Katha or this discussion arranged is of three 
(ty pos). They are ata; fads, aew. we are here face 
to face with the old way.of dialectical bouts, in 
which learned pandits seeking recognition and 
reputation, met each other- We read more about 
ancient Polemical discussions in the åt on smaa 
But others admit different. numbers of varieties 
under wat Boudhas accept only Katha. Shri. 
Harsha contends that they are only ate and fader 
Gauda Naiyayikas admit four types: att, Tet, 
aniis aeafaciar. 


Of these ats is honest and fair discussion ‘for 
self or for others only with the holy object of 
determining Reality: . Hence: it is quite distinct 
from the other two. -But some times fadet also. is 
adopted in the form of disoussion in order to 
reclaim the good. people who are- wavering in their 
loyalty to Vaidika.path, being infested with faith 
killing doubts. by removing, doubts. But this 
variety has other purposes. also. ata on the other 
hand is started only with. the object oi.deter-.. 
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mining reality. Those who enter into st are 
disinterested and unattached and knowing the 
reality themselves, for enligtning others or for 
their own elightening they take to discussion: 


On the other hand the pious only enter into 
this sort of polemical discussion for the sake of - 
showing proficiency in that dialectical art and 
winning the approbation of the. learned publio 
and rich patronage. This i is known as EA. 


But the last variety fadar is. between ‘the 
believer and the heretic un-believer. -The method 
‘also is different. For the believer does not 
-expatiate upon his.cult and criterian of his faith; 
‘but onthe other hand he enters ‘Into. an offensive 
attack of the non-believer’s cult and trios: to 
„ demolish it. 


-Herë a doubt arises. Raghavendra presents 
-this doubt in all its details and implications. faia 
is to end-in the razing of ‘the’ citadel of his 
atheistic cult: of the unbeliever to the ground with- 
-out mentioning the- prinoiples of one’s faith; As for 
the unbeliever, he should present his. ase with the 
proper evidences. For the’ whole disoussion 
< hinges round, the argument put forth by the 
unbeliever. Then the believer who is the’ opposer 
nin the discussion should refute it. 
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Butiif:the non-believer too were to produce 

no evidence; no :discussion would: start. The 
= proposer ! who.is-the non-believer would establish 
his own- case and also would attack.the opposer’s 
argument. . 
: ‘The, Querry-makers or the Prashnikas who 
= ere ‘the officers appointed to conduct. the dis- 
- cussion, ‘hp ve} made a rule that after the proposer 
had: argued that the letters Bre non-eternal, the 
opposer only should ‘disprove his arguement, 
Then the. proposer reargues his case; and this 
‘must: be ‘refuted by. the opposer. ‘Thus. we cannot 
F say that he. who enters into facet has not got 
- generally. his: side, ‘Hence: itis said in Brahma- 
tarka. earragiat.... A without swerving from his 
principles. 2 Therefore there is no ‘contradiction 
of the statements i in Brahmatarka, 


l Only. men of equal learning can take part, in 
this disoussion.. So, those who. take part in fadat 
. - must be.. examined first and: then they must- 
, be. allowed to. take. Part, in. the discussion. This 
two: ‘there, would. ‘not be.. any. „test. to. proye the 
- equality of: the, two in learning; while in vada 
you can. Very. fairly. judge the superiority and 
; inferiority. of a person; in learning. Thus when 
` the equality of the two is, establisned then they 
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must be allowed to enter into:the. lista of dialo- 
ctical feats, wt 


If on the otherhand one is accepted, as of 
superior learning in the public he need not, þe 
subjected to test for eligibility in disoussion. If 
men inspired with emulation and rivalry compete 
iù vada, they indulge _ in frivolous argnments, 
arrogant answers, and indecent terms. “Henoe 
l they } are said to be forbidden. But they may be 
 allowed.if the offioers-of the debate ‘like the head 
-of the. assembly, tho assembyy itself andthe 
_Querry makers are’ ‘strictly: assértive, For they 
-are-able to control them by strictly enforcing 
-the rules on themi hn 


Men desirous of both conquest and quest ‘of 
truth may engage’themselves in ata.” in their test 
examination. For he can: win not:only approba— 
„tion but also some: money from: the- head: of ‘the 
“assembly: ane PPL 


“Finally it ‘may ‘be. ‘gummed up» “that ‘Jalpa 
and Vitanda may ‘determine the superiority and 
inferlority or victory» When the’ equality of the 
-two is established, then will. be «determined: the 
` result of the discussion of the Reality or: Truth. 
But even men of equal qualification seek: Jalpa 
~and Vitanda: when. irtent on -gaining ‘money 
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using the frandulant craft-of -dialectical skill. ‘In 
the same manner men of unequal ability 
engaging in Jalpa or Vitanda, the one of superior 
* {ntéllest and ‘hence victorious, gets decisive and 
determinate knowledge and victory. Still they are 
tempted to fall into discussion of the type of seq 
or fist. Therefore this is not proper that such 
“disousstons of saq or fader. Therefore it is not 
proper that such disoussions should be instituted. 


But this is not a wholesome argument. For 
the only fruit of Jalpa or Vitanda is the 
-fraudulant trade of dialectical skill. Other 
acretions are there; but. the main fruit is the 
foul exhlbition of dialectical skill shown in the 
discussion. 


If there are no other ways of test:ng the 
the ability of the debaters, then discussion is 
‘taken recourse. to. Then: as- there are other 
motives for polemical debaters than delineation 
of truth, namely wealth, reputation and others, 
they may enter into jalpa or vitanda» 


Here what is the implication of this ques- 
«tioning? 1) Do you mean to say that the sort 
‘of discussion they. enter into, may be called 
ijalpa or- vitanda ? 2) you intend to say that the 
-gaid-disoussion cannot be oalled vada? °3) It-is a 
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different and new class -of debate born of the: 
combination of vada and jalpa? 4) It. cannot be 
called az when two reasons stand to give a name? 


All these four questions-are ‘supposed to be 
adequately replied to, by this one statement of 
Acharya ‘* when there are two such reasons for. 
the debate to be named, it-is also called. jalpa. ” 


Jayateerth gives an example. of such a word. 
The word ger is. of that, type.. In the Nyaya Sutra 
of Jaimini gamat samia asa. gat is, used in the. 
sense òf yam and sìa. The get is called. both 
Pramana and Prameya- ‘This gar or balance is a 
knowable object or Prameya when its correotness: 
is to be judged with the help of another ‘balance.. 
But when the balance i is used to weigh gold and 
ascertain its weight, it is ‘the instrument of 
knowledge (sart). Thus. there are two TOSBODS, 
inhering, in. the, substanco, for the úse of two. 
terms. . 


Now it is: implied that though vada oan be 
called... Jalpa. yet the name..atz is Principle and. 
meq is secondary. For the ‘Nimitta. for a1 is. 
Superior in strength to the Nimitta for ae. This: 
avoids equality. between the words. aa and: aq. 
whioh: are-used for debate. This fs shown by the 
explanation of frifanamen: (brings-about decision 
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and victory). But this explanation cannot explain 
the superiority of aafaciq over aa. For we do not 
find any standard of measurement. to ascertain 
their respective measurements. If without. the 
standard of measurement, the superiority is to be 
ascertained even saq or victory stands supreme. 
But the vivarana has significantly. used (aa) Freie 
as the first: member of the compound whioh 
shows its priority. or superiority over the second. 


We are aware that the first place in the 
compound alone cannot ansoss the value of that 
member, ` But. when usually it is to be. used 
second, if iù be used ia the first place, + then it 
invariably signifies: superiority. But here. we do- 
not: ‘find such exceptional preferenoe shown to it. 
Herice’some' ‘other Teason is being shown here. 
To settle the priority. of use ins Dwandva 
compound.the number of syllables is the criterian. 
That which has fewer syllables is used first. So 
the compound should have been safata: 
Therefore with a:view- to give stress to priority 
of azafavia, it. is used a first member’ in the 
Dwandva Compound. ` But this :rule of fewer 
syllables. .(weqrqatear) is- not an invariable. rule.. 
Hence-this explanation is not satisfactory: :: 

So another explanation. is.given- The deba- 
ters should: win the approbation of. the members 
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desire. 'to..get victory over:the opponent. This: 
direction given by Acharya: clearly. shows. that: : 
‘more importance - is. ‘piven..to the -knowledge of. 
Truth than to the acquisition:of ‘fame. or viotory.: 

‘The eub-type of Katha is determined thus 
openly by the eligibility. of: the. debaters. “But 
inwardly, ‘their: motive by :.whioh:' they: . are. 
actuated -ii the. discussion, ‘settles the ‘kind: of: 
Katha they: are: going ` ‘to.’ bégin.:  €herefore. 
again of the three types the Veda Katha: ‘is the: 
most important “and. highly “respected”: Katha. 
Because inthe type of teat. discussion on-some: 
occasions - when’. the. :cexaminee. imakes certain: 
statements only, without any evidences, they are 
accepted: This may be :clearly seei::in- the. 
disoussion in “which Yajnavalkya- entered:: with- 
Shakalya. The context is this : “Oh Yajnavalkya, 
what is the number of gods.?” Thus: asked 
by Shakalya. ‘Thirty three” replied Yajnavalkya- 
A bare statement without any evidences. Shakalya 
did not ask. him proof of his: ‘statement: He 
cimply said ‘s%.gfa dam fyes® Thus’ Shakalya’ 
accepted it. That this.is'a test’ discussion: canbe: 
proved bythe previous context: Raghavendra: 
quotes the whole:of the Upanishad which forms: 
the sam" text in order to prove tlie nature of the: 
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disouasion into which both'entered. Such. things” 
happen only when the debaters have confidence 
in each other, regarding their reliability. Such 
confidence of reliability is shown only in Vada 

Katha and not in other types: i 


In the course of desoription of the ancient 
system of dialectical discussion, Acharya gives us 
an idea-of the sort of assembly and the head of 
that assembly and the Querry makers. -All these 
must have faith in the Supreme God Vishnu, . 
they must be free from evil attachment and blind 
passions: ‘They must be all well initiated into 
the lores concerned. If the office: bearers: are 
sometimes unable: to follow the argument, it is- 
the assembly which should decide the merits and 
drawbacks of those engaged in the discussion. 


Even the well -qualified office-bearers are 
_sometimes; for extrenious reasons, found unable 
to follow the argument, on account of in atten- 
tion misunderstanding apd such other- reasons: | 
When all these are affected with some sort of 
disability, even learned men that are absent, may 
intervene and give their decision regarding the 
issues in the discussion. Thus fairness and justice, 
par excellence, should be assured to the debaters: 
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Some: details: regarding the conduot of the” 
discussion is given so that the debatres should 
not go astry, led by their whims and idiosyne 
Tacies. : In Vada and Jalpa both proposer ard 
opposer. are allowed to establish their own view 
and to refute the view of the opponent: The 
really pious, - desirous of establishing their 
favourite view, should put forth evidences from’ 
the vedas. The impious non-believers are allowed 
to use inferences. also. If Proposer produces 
sacred evidences from veda, the opposer if he be 
a believer in veda should not brush it aside but. 
give it a- different interpretation: ‘based on the’ 
contradiction of .peroeption and. other portions 
of Veda. He should also show that canons of. 
interpretation. liko: aqsa and: sadars (Beginning. 
and end of the. composition). go against his: 
meaning of.the Veda. Besides the opposer.should 
also show how these Canons of interpretation. go. 
in his favour. - | 

With regard to inference, when it is used to 
convince or convey some meaning to others; we 
need not bind ourselves with the number of the 
limbs of the syllogistic form as.having five or 
three or two limbs. These are useful only. to 
convey meaning to others. So if the other. does 
“ot require the Scheduled Course of inference 
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mere Vyapti or’ general concomitence should 
bo cited. 

After finishing waar Acharya goes to verbal 
testimony. Itis defined as flawless sentence or 
statement, Following Brahma Farka; Agama is 
divided into ever lasting and temporary or 
composed and revealed- Revealed is eternal and 
composed. is: non-eternal: 

Some like Kanada propound that the word 
or sentence ` conveys its import or meaning through 
& process of inference. To refute this theory the- 
question is analysed into two alternatives; whether 
Vakya the’ ‘qualified (with amaaa) ‘is: aqata or the. 
attribute aa is Anumana. Phe first alternative: 
is taken tip viz Vakya i is‘Anumana. The form of 
argument. is thia; the statement has ‘ite meaning; 
For itis a sentence. So where there is è sentence 
there ia its meaning. Where there is ‘no meaning: 
there is rio-sentenoe- The fitst'is Anvaya Vyapti' 
or ‘positive concomitence; and the ‘second is 
~Vyatireka' Vyapti or negative Vyapti: These two 
are spatial:concomitances. These are violated in. 
Akasha‘or the sky. “For there is Vakya in the 
Akasha but-there is no meaning imit- -Jn the 
same: manner -whenever there is Vakya there is 
Vakyartha and whenever there is no Vakyartha 
there ‘is no Vakya- ‘These two- are: temporal 
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concomitanoes positive and negative. They “get. 
violated in Time. In the past' time when the things’ 
of the past time are gone there-is. Vakya but there’ 
is no Vakyartha; for these things are gone. Akasha 
does not give support to Syntactical. arrangement 
of a sentencee Besides, sentences of Past and 


future and their meanings ‘belong ‘to different 
times: 


When the : sentence: ‘directly. yields meaning: 
it is. useless. to.infer. the meaning. from . the 
sentence. But. af: inference js. used only- to: 
infer that a sentence has its meanings: then it. 
leads to (giving up one’s faith) anfazia. For 
the ancient Naiya'yikas ha ve ‘agreed that Vakys 
yields its’ ‘meaning just a as a a logical sign leads to 
logical conclusion. . 
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Now. Vakya i is anaiaa (one having the:mean-. 
ing of :a’senténce)- < What is-the relation’ between 
the sentence and ‘its. meaning? - Itis the relation’ 
of references: (afrarmatinaena) But if it is some 
thing different from this, is it identity or-contact. 
or inherence... The relationship © of identity leads 
to many logical -catastrophies- ¿The word. fire 
when uttered should burn the utterer. The word 
pot referring -to ‘pots of future or-past belongs: to 
past-or-future...So the relationship of identity i8 
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not possible. Shabda according to. the Naiyaylkas 
is a Guna and. hence- Samyoga another Guna 
cannot reside in it. 


Shabda is the Guna of Akasha. Hence it 
cannot stay else where by Samavaya- 

_ Then Prabhakara defines Pramana as aama; 
in order to exclude eafa from Pramana. For he 
does not agree to include memory as a source of 
valid. knowledge (safasafatted ari aque). Now the 
Sidhanti: asks him bluntly whioh is:that Smriti- 
which he wants to exclude from the group-of 
Pramanas. 


When thus cornered he defines aqafa as scarae 
wararererensttaone that is produced by a peouliar 
cause which is very near(the effect). Raghavendra. 
explains this as follows and brings out every 
significant ‘point: tothe: notice of the reader. 
auagagiarmad dizaafenaifzed aan aea. 
maarag. That sort- of knowledge which has 
for itself a peculiar cause: like the contact of the 
object and the sense, -brought about in the very 
previous moment, without allowing any hindrance 
in between the two. ‘This is aawa and it is disti- 
netly different: from mfa which is not reliable 
knowledge in his: system. Forno doubt memory: 
also ia produced. some. time immediately. after. 
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the mental impression is created. It'is horn out 
of a long collected:impression. It is also produced 
only by the contact of:soul and mind which is 
-Common contact in all | cognitions: Thus to avoid 
over pervasion — into. this Smriti or memory, the 
the adjectives like ‘immediately born and peculiar 
cause’ are used.. _ Finally it is aald | to boxman or 
l cognition. to avoid over pervasion into & piece 
“of cloth whieh is also invariably born or produced 
immediately: after the peouliar cause of the 
‘conact of the threads. 


~ Now Sidhanti ‘asks the fundamental question 
of why Smriti is not Pramana. ‘or all the 
adjectives that are‘added:to define.aaafa and to 
exolude Smriti-from it, ‘cannot: disqualify: Smriti 
to be reliable: knowledge. 


For, is Smriti invalid knowledge ? Or though 
valid is it different from agafa. or experience ? Or- 
_ for having no contradictory. evidence. ‘to disprove 
its invalidity? Or for having no evidence: tO prove 
its validity ? Or has it a contradictory evidence ? 
-These are-very..séarching questions: Hence it is 
very. difficult. to give & ‘satisfactory reply. For 
example there is a ‘oontradiotory evidence, ‘if 
Smriti-is not accepted as valid. Then'we cannot 
produce any evidences in-court- Because when 
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there is. any dispute regarding the past, the 
witness summoned before thé court would cite 
_ only what he recollects from. memory. If memory 
itself is invalid no witness can cite his memory; 
when cited. no court can believe. it: So the whole 
of the Legal; procedure will. be up set... 


The objection is that memory ` is ; valid. in 
Tepect of things” enjoyed | in the. past, not inde- 
pendently; | butit: is valid because it is remembered. , 
‘Thus through inference what is remembered i is 
considered valid. But: ‘when we consult our: 
experience, it: denies this round abot procedure: 
„If in direot experience you bring in-inferenoe even 
in the perception of. a‘pot: by visual ‘contact you 
shall have to. recognise inference as the instrument 
‘of the knowledge of pot: For in ‘I perceive 
the pot’ it may be inferred. ‘that the perceptual 
vision, is the ‘result ‘of the’ ‘action of the instru~ 
ment, for the action - (perception) ‘is such that, it 
is produced and has the’ ‘object. Thus we may 

infer the cause from the result. 


But: the. recognition of Smriti as valid” 
knowledge necessitates the recognition.of mental 
impression as the special source of knowled ge like 
perception. *Then we-shall have. to give -up the 
theory that. instruments of knowledge are three. 
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This: mental‘. impression -eannot be~ subsumed 
‘under: one of these three: 


To thie objection ‘Acharya replies that this 
Smriti is born of mental perception and not 
of mental - impression: | ‘Therefore the ‘charges 
that were arraigned against us are baseless. This 
i smriti i is otua! visualisation by the mind. “Just 
“as yogies of extra’ ordinary vision power seë the 
things of the past- and of future aa if they are 
= present. by méans ‘of their mind geared to past 
and future, ohiarged with spiritual energy, ‘go also 
the. things ofthe“ ‘past are enjoyed ~ by the mind 
i byf fall visualisation.” All sacred literature bears 
with- ‘that ssoterio | ‘power visualises ` ‘past and 
future things. pee 


if without mental Im pressions of the _Previ- 
ously experienced things those things are to be 
.remembered;..then let there be: remembering of 
. things:that are.not previously ‘experienced. But 
this: objection:is:baseless; for mental ‘impression 
is; an essential ‘part of accessories. required - for 
.memory-vision.‘ This. impression. serves the 
-purpose of.:Contact between the for gotten thing 
that.is:revived:and:the mind which then visualises ' 
the forgotton- thing- =- ““Fhis. Phad seen before” 
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_ thus.the mind realises and remembers. ‘Thus the 

Sakshi cognises- On the strength of the experi- 
ence Of Sakshi memory is raised to the status 
of perception. 


Thus theroare three instruments of knowled ge, 
which produce valid knowledge, of these three 
. the vedas alone are capable. of being instruments 
of knowledge i in respect. of Brahma. For shapeless 

things like Brahma. cannot. be the object of 
perception nor oan Brahma be inferred. For 
inference is based. upon ‘invariable concomitance, 
Once when: the Vedas are discarded no Vyapti or 
concomitance oan be. established in respect. of 
Brahma. For we can raise: upadhi arid Pratipaksha 
in all places, But with the help of. Vedas, easily 
we cannot set side. upadhi and Pratipaksha. We 
have already established the validity of vedas. 


- . affair faagata. 


This new. Adhikarana consists of two sutras. 
contrariety against veda, from- inference. is 
considered here. If such contradiction of infere- 
noe were to be considered in. every. Adhikarana, 
as these seemingly valid inferences -are in 
numerable, the work will never. end» Besides 
this sort-of indulgence affects:the -very.essence.of 
the nature of sutra.: Raghavendra- explains how. 
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One of the essential qualities of a sutra is waa 
(having the essence) which means ‘conveying 
meaning not obtained.any where else. The Sutra 
loses thie quality as every Adhikarana is to treat 
the subject of contradiction of yukti or inference. 
If on the other hand the yukti virodha is to be 
treated by implication, then this Adhikarana need 
not begin its mission; for the previous Adhikarana 
has already done that work of refuting all 
contradictions of inference by implication; and 
hence individual sutras need not be constructed 
for this purpose. Or Raghavendra suggests that 
this sort of indulgence affects another essential 
quality of Sutra and that is fasaaiweta which not 
only means the application of a particular rule 
to similar instances in different branches of the 
same veda; but it also means the refutation of 
the many contradictions of inference in many 
places by implication. So individual refutation 
is not necessary. By doing so this ‘essential 
quality of a sutra is affected. 


But here some strong uncleared doubt rises 
‘up: and hence the present Adbikarana may best 
be devoted: to do this work, “Now the opposer’s 
doubt is strongly presented. ‘No doubt opposition 
of the sort of ‘absence of fruit of attempts based 
on Veda’ and opposition by the absence, of the 
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quality of reliable speech are cleared. Yet earth, 
‘water, and such insentient things are attributed 
with knowledge, speech, and hearing powers of 
sentient beings, fo. the veda. 

Now it is shown how a.special doubt is built 
up- In veda we find such silly statements as ‘the 
earth spoke’ ‘water spoke’; These take for 
granted that such inanimate things as earth, 
‘water, and fire have consciousness, intelligence 
and speech. This runs counter to what has been. 
established by invariable. concomitance. Hence 
‘inference stands opposed to these vedic statements, 
. So the form of the peculiar doubt that has been 
raised is as follows:-+.These Earth and: water. and 
Fire are said to have the qualities of sentient 
creatures. These Vedio statements are Contra- 
dicted by reason, as the statement ‘the sky 
fs blue’ is done., (For the sky is supposed to be 
colourless). When these statements are not 
reliable and valid, other parts of Veda which 
state that Narayana is the creator of the world 
are equally invalid... This we can infer by reason’ 
(by the. dictum..of Jaimini gatqaaraq’. This 
part of the Veda is invalid because it is a vedio 
statement like the above statement (waxđa) 

Hence that part of Veda which states that the 
cause of creation is Narayana is invalid. 
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This is a serious blow to the theistic concep- 
tion of Brahman. In the mean while some 
temperary argument is improvised to set aside 
the claims of the opposer to disprove the validity 
of Veda. In the previous Adhikarana (a faaanea) 
a reasoning has been set up which retrieves the 
validity of the Vedas when it was at stake. But 
that argument is not applicable here. For there 
it is argued that Veda is invalid because one who 
does worsbip according to the rites, laid down in 
the vedas does not get ite fruit-. But this is net 
80 sound an argument as the failure to get fruit 
might be due to inefficiency in the performance 
of the vedio rites. If on the other hand, invalidity 
is based npon the eternal nature of the vedas: 
‘the failure to g-t fruit is there to invalidate 
the Vedas. 


That. opposition of reason, there in the 
previous Adhikarana. is explained as having po 
‘Concomitance, and other requisites of inference, 
But here the opposer’s argument is very sound. 
as it is equipped with all the requisites of 
imferential reasoning. Hence this opposition of 
reason is very strong and requires special treat- 
ment. Besides the Sidhanti’s position is very 
weak. For ‘Mrid-4q cannot speak’ is an establi- 
shed and unshakable fact well supported by: 
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concomitance and its denial is attended with 
opposition from most powerful perception. But 
it is Veda that tells us something about the 
ancient earth which is beyond the power of 
perception. Hence Vede fs upajeevya and yukti 
cannot oppose its own feeding instrument of 
knowledge. Even this stand is very shaky and 
only proves the Sidhanti’s weakness. For when 
facts are established by invariable concomitance 
and other basic accessories, Inference stands 
invincible and challanges any opposing instrument 
‘of knowledge- 


Just inferring insentient nature of the earth 
from its being earth, we then infer that it cannot 
speak This inference strongly opposes the vedio 
statements. Hence the opposer sums up his 
argument thus: Vedic’ statements like ‘t 
Earth spoke’ and others being opposed by reason, 
are proved invalid and other vedic statements 
like ut ar yaifa aia are also invalid. Hence 
‘Brahman is not the cause of creation which was 
so strenuously proved by showing that Brahman 
alone was the import of all vedic statements. 


l Now the Sidhanti begins his counter attack. 
Mrit is not the earth, but some mysterious and 
immanent person who is beyond our senses; and 
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who is consoidus and chetana, He has been 
endowed with miraculous and mystic powers of | 
becoming invisible and others. It is such wonder- 
fol Chetana that-is referred to in qasfaq and not. 
the insentient lump of earth, unless and until we 
admit this esoteric meaning the opposition cannot 
be reconciled. When qz refers to a sentient 
being you donot find the reason or Hetu, viz. 
the insentient quality Mritva in this. If for the 
reason of mere word you think that the insentient 
quality is in Mrit you will be reduced to the 
ackward position of attributing to Mrid horns 
and tail’ because the word a is used as one of the 
many names of Mrid. Even if you. read insenti- 
ent Mrid here, still it will not lead to invalidity 
of veda. For Mrid is taken ae the name of that 
sentient being. It is accepted as a name because 
Mrid has not got connotative power (safafafaer) 
to. sonnote sentieat being- 

But how to explain the use of Mrid to 
connote sentient being is a difficult problem of 
- of semantics. The Sidhanti accepts primary 
connotation. Because the sentient being has 
presiding power over insenticnt Mrid and hence 
it is primary meaning of the word Mrid. So 
though the sentient being has not got insentient 
quality of Mritva in him, yet the sentient being 
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has controlling. power over the insentient Mritva 
(this is also Included in connotative power) Hence. 
the word connotes the sentient being primarily. 
But this word Mrid also connotes insentient. 
Mrid, but not in contravension of the first 
meaning, but in a subservient way of being as it 
were a body to the soul. 


Then continues @ long disoussion over this 
topic of double connotative power of words, 
And at last it is concluded that the word Mrid 
has the primary connotative power to signify 
the over-lord sentient being of Mrid; and 
Subordinate to that tbe insentient Mrid is 
conveyed by that word» Beoause the presiding 
power sustains the existence of the thing pre 
over, Hence it ia subordinate to the presiding 
pawer. 


Hence Shruti does not merely mention the. 
Chetana Presiding power but it also mentions the `- 
Achetana Mrid along with Chetana. If shruti had 
meant to mention only Chetana then faqratn of 
Fire and others would not have been mentioned. 
(Combining three elements at a time). Then in- 
sentient things ought-not to have been mentioned 
in Nigama; Nighantu, and Vyakarana, Therefore 
along with Chetana power, even Achetana is 
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mentioned and one cannot reejet it. Therefore 
by higher primary connotation: the presiding 
Chetana alone is conveyed by words like Mrid > 
and others. Yet the word g or but ia used to 
assert that by the ordinary popular power of ` 
connotation, the other Achetana also is signified. 
In instances like wiagaa (the fire saw) only the 
Chetana is connotad (in manner) as mentioned in 
aiea: residing in the body of these 
achetana things, by the word afaafa. Thus 
Bram and others ‘are justified. Though Veda 
ordinarily mentions : ‘work and deity’ ała uradifa: © 
yet that is the higher primary meaning. The 
word g in awaaeaaia makes this very suggestion 
which is made by it here. ‘The higher primary 
connotation is justified by the controlling power 
of the chetana, which is signified by’ afam 
‘which means ‘one who controls the subordinate’. 
The reason for connotation is both controlling 
power and residence in ite Just ss the word adt 
gete.the full higher connotation fulfilled in the 
king as he has controlling power over his army- 
This has. been mentioned as.the: method of- 
signification of higher controlling power of a. 
word. . . 

This big paragraph belongs to Parimala and 
Raghavendra very liberally provites elucidations 
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enriching them with learned allusions, deep 
significations, happy comparisons and enlightning. 
illustrations. He is never stingy of exprersions 
where they are justified by necessity. He 
marshals the whole of the Shastra which he 
presses into his service. A single Particle g has 
called forth this lengthy explanation and Ragh— 
avendra lavishes his rich bounties upon the 
passage. Then inductively Raghavendra arrives 
at a general-truth. It is not a sweeping assertion 
but-well baséd on data with wunchallanged 
veracity. Here at the end, his generalisation is 
that in the previous Adhyaya in all the Adhi- 
karanas, it is a rule that the reasons made 
available and applicable by the Sidhanti against 
the opponent are of isarger implications being 
more soundly based on invariable concomitances 
than those, called into service by the opposer. 


aak Sao fadaarsata. 


The opposer has again an objection againat 
the very beginning of the further course of 
discussion. For all opposition from resson or 
inference has been set aside in the previous 
Adhikaranas. Just in the Abhimanyadhikarana 
specially strong opposition of reason also is 
explained away. 
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To this objection the reply is that the 
opposer has a point to make, which is not discu- 
ssed so far. When reason is fortified with a 
sentence. against the statement of veda, how to 
come to a decision? This is the doubt raised, 
by the opposer and the Sidhanti replies that the 
stronger arguments of Sidhanti would carry the: 
day as reasons or arguments have prominance 
in the decision of the conclusion. 


Here it is suggested by Raghavendra that 
mere arguments cannot be proved to be stronger 
and only when they are corroborated. by vedio 
statements they stand unchallanged. On the 
other hand. the opposer’s arguments are not 
corroborated by, vedic statements and hence 
they decline in power.. 


Thus the arguments in these three Adhika- 
ranas can be arranged in ascending order as 
opposition from, 1) arguments 2) from stronger 
arguments 3) from specially : strongest argume-— 
nts beginning from a fasacnatfeact. When. this 
opposition is ably met with by Sidhanti in this 
Adhikarana, the anouncement. made in the 
Samanvayadhikarana is fully justified on rational 
grounds. Ultimately this Adhikarana finds a 
proper place in the long discussion that is going 
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on; and the present Adhikarana has a unique 
subject to discuss, as it is not discussed before. 
Besides, the Agamas that have been summoned 
by the opposer as evidence are found weaker 
(lable to different interpretation) than the 
Agamas of the Sidhanti (not yielding any other 
meaning). Hence it is very easy to come to a 
devcision- 


Now the opposer’s yukti or reasoning is put 
forth. During Pralaya there is‘ the antecedent 
negation of the things to be created. For before 
the pot comes into existence there is . the 
antecedent negation or. nön being of the pot, 
So alo beforé oreation of Mahat and others 
there aré their respective antecedent non-beings. 


Though these are many they must be accepted“ 


as they are warranted by irrefutable evidences; 
in preference to God who is single and yet not 
warranted by evidences. / 7 


Besides every reasonable investigator shall 


have to admit the antecedent non-being of every” 


effect because it is invariably found before the 


effect and it is not utilized for any other purpose: ` 
For that is the cause which is invariably found“ 
before the effect and not. utilized in producing” 
any other thing. No doubt there is the antecedent i 
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non-boingof a destroyed thing; and also there 
is mutual negation of q in vz and of wz in q, 
and these are non-productive. To avoid the 
-violation of this catisal law the antecedent non- 
being of an effect is qualified by antecedent 
non-being “of a thing to be produced’; and 
‘antecedent’ which excludes. both armaara and 
aitat ata, from this concomitance of antecedent 
non-being being the cause of the effect. 


In ‘the Sutra: safaia asidan aafaa 
represents the: view of the opposer: “Then saa’ 
is negation or non-being- “But the Sidhant- 
interprets it as something which i ia the counter 
Part of some Abbava or negatlon. 


But if the antecedent negation is the Cause 
of creation, for the same reason God also becomes 
the cause of creation. The opposer contends’ 
that God is not Abhava; but it is Bhava and 
hence. it cannot: rise to the statusof cause to 
which Pragabhava has risen being Abhava-or . 
negation in- nature. 

Every effect has its ‘material cause. So the 
effects like Mahat and others. require Pradhana 
for its material.cause- But this argument: is not 
sound. Because, the opposer contends, that 
God cannot be proved to be existing; and hence 
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the Pragabhava. which is the agent eause of 
creation becomes material cause also just as in 
Advaita system Brahma becomes the agent cause 
of the creation, as well as material cause- Besides 
that the non-being (wwa) is the cause of the 
creation is corroborated by statements. in the 
(aaa: aama). you cannot object to this interpret- 
ation of Veda on the ground that ata has been. 
attributed some sort of being or wa. Because 
Shruti is strongly confronted with infallible 
reasoning; and becomes ready to forego its appa~ 
rent meaning why ? You can even attribute 
some sort of. reality even to Asat as it is 
predicated with amea. 


This argument- clearly proves. the connection 
between the conclusion of the previous Adhi- 
karana snd the beginning of the present. Adhi- 
karana in which the opposer sets forth his view 
of the non-being nature of the cause of creation. 
That connection or link is an exception (anqana) 
to the conclusion of the previous Adhikarana. 


At the end of the firat Abhyaya it was argued 
that Asat meant non-being; and yet non—being 
subordinate to the will of God means God-by the 
rule ‘any meaning suborbinate to-some other 
meaning gives place to the superior meaning.’ 
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Thus aeq means Brahman. But in that very 
Adhyaya this sort of connotation of Brahma by a 
higher mode of interpretation makes compromise 
with its primary meaning and allows it for the 
continuation of verbal communication in the 
world. (aa@aia)- For this primary meaning has 
been supported by strong reason- 


Here Raghavendra reveals a. subtlety of 
interpretation. ‘For the relation of Reason to 
Revelation will be mutually dependent if Reve- 
lation or Veda deperids on Reason for conveying 
primary meaning. Again Reason for its own 
validity waits for corroboration of Veda. But 
this is not so> For Reason only vitiates the 
meaning of Veda like ‘Reality alone was there at 
the beginuing’» Reason needs corroboration by 
Shruti while contradicting this Shruti and not 
when proving non-being to be the causes of 
creation. Beoause that is independently proved.’ 


The opposer now puts the whole argument in 
a succint form, Asat or negation is mentioned 
in Shruti as the agent cause of creation. Even 
inference deduces the same conclusion. Therefore 
Abhava or negation is the agent cause of creation. 
The opposer has thus argued out his case, | 
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Here in the place of Abhave, Asat, is used 
for two reasons 1) Sutra must follow Shruti (aal 
aagatda) and in Shruti Asat is used- 2) And Asat 
can be a word which by derivation from the root 
aa to be means a positive thing from aq and aq. 
For the reason of being positive (ara) the cause 
is inferred to be aga and for the same reason even 
in Pralaya God is inferred to be existing- 


_ Negative non-being or antecedent negation 
can never be the agent cause of creation. Because 
by nature it only negates, the existence of some 
thing. i f 


Raghavendras adds a note to this. “The 
argument ultimately resolves in to this. The 
antecedent negation of such and such an effect 
-eannot be the agent cause of that effect, or just 
as Sankbya admits Pradhana, and Advait admits 
Brahma to be both agent cause and material cause, 
` go also the opposer should say, to be brief, that 
the antecedent negation is both the agent cause 
and material cause of creation. Hence the 
Sidhanti negates causal agency in general in non- 
being: much less can we posit causal agency of 
creation in a negative thing. Otherwise it would 
have been absurd to deny antecedent nagation 
its causal agenoy of creation, when only antece- 
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dent negation of each effect is going to be proved 
the agent cause of that effect. 


Besides both in Shruti and Sutra, only 
singular is used. (That the opposer cannot accep, 
plural will be shown later on). No doubt it is 
concluded ‘in the previous part of this work. that 
the respective antecedent negation is the agent 
cause of the respective effect. This is not in 
. contravension of the first statement. Because 
the partioular conclusion i is acoepted as a stepping 
stone to general conclusion. Along with causal 
agency: the state of material osuse also is deriveds 


Now we must. understand what is saa (or 
doership)Agenoy or doership presupposes purpose- 
ful activity in the form of desire or will and effort. 
So in qanri the tree stands, the mäa: of the 
tree is only technical and not real. 


No one is willing to attribute ‘this sort of 
' purposeful activity to antecedent negation and 
much less to any negation. Hence it can not be 
the (wat) of creation. . 


‘Now afaganta can be interpreted i in two ways 
1) Having intelligence for its cause, or invariably 
concomitant with afg oriatelligence, The second 
type of concomitant: Budhi is not to be found in 
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agent cause of creation. Even in God though the 
the first type of purposeful activity cannot be 


found. because it is eternal yet the second type of 
Budhi (pervading) is to be. found. 


The opposer again contends that the nature. 
of negation (afatae) is not to be found in God 
who is accepted as the creator of the world. For 
he is called aag in Sutra and Shruti. Merely on 
- acoount of the absence of sfx the antecedent 
negation can. be denied sata. 


The Sidhanti’s reply is that potter and God 
who are accepted as agent cause, though they are 
positive, have this form of negation (qù) of 
the type of mutual negation (which is consistent 
with its positivity). 


Another objection is that potter that is the , 
‘doer has no negation ` or sfaāwa and mutual 
negation whioh is sfaraeaeq has no wa- But the 
opposer forgets that both potter and mutual 
negation or Ra (differences) are one and the same 
in essence and hence there can not be raised any 
‘such objection: . 


‘Now inthe Sutra the doer or creator called 
magis said tobe only (ara).of the essence of 
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or wa’? Such adjectives qualifying a Hetu are. 
usually justified on the ground of averting viola- 
tion of concomitance, or anfa. 

The explanation is that the doer or karta 
or creator is of the essence of negation, though 
it is a positive substance. But it is not merely 
of the essence of negation, beoause in the Sutra, 
sadama does not mean mere sads, without the. 
mediation of attributes the substance itself 
directly being of the essence of safada or negation. 
This is to be found both in wa aad gata. For 
through attribute though it is positive yet the 
‘substance is agreed by both to be of the ossence 
of sfasa or negation. 


But how is this found out.” It is ‘explained 
that the word aia. means ‘Totality’. And there 
is no one thing in whibh there is total negation. 
For the other. also admits some positive attri- 
bute in amta which is the form of faa. This is 
the meaning of sfatenraata,. in which the positive 
nature is made subordinate: to negation. This is 
made clear in award wad (only rice is eaten). Here 
ma means ‘all’. But all that is eaten is not. rice 
alone; for, along with rice condiments also. are 
eaten- Therefore by secondary mode. of inter- 
pretation aama mesna, with rics in preponderance 
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other condiments also are eaten. Therefore by ™ 
secondary mode of interpretation aqata means, 
rice in- preponderance and other condiments 
in subordination to it. Here also in sfaga maaa 
by conventional secondary mode (essamafa) of 
interpretation, Negation in preponderance and 
positiveness in subordination are signified. 

If anticedent negation were creator,it cannot 
‘be Aaa or conscious. It need not be. doubted that 
some negative | entity, like some positive ‘entity 
may be conscious. For it is most unreasonable to 
accept consciousness of negative entity though 
both of them are unrelated disregarding the 
naturally related uncofsciousness with negative 
entity. This sort of freedom in thinking leads to 
such absurity as to accept smoke and reject fire : 
(though concomitantly both are connected). This 
is nothing but bidding good bye to all rational 
thinking. Ifaeaq is not accepted as the creator 
then you shall have to admit (safafaagifaa) Asat 
and Brahma:as two different entities, Hence we 
must say that they are two different names of 
‘one entity. Butif antecedent negation is accepted 
as the oreator of its respective effect,. there will be 
many negations as there are many effects prod- 
uced. Hence there will be many entities in- seq 
according to the system of the opposer. Besides 
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each antecedent negation is destroyed by the 
production of its effeot. So the opposer cannot 
be said to have admitted only one entity as 
the creator. | 


Now Sidhanti accepts - Brahma. as one entity 
and as the creator of the world. His argument is 
that the creator one or many must have single will, 
and: effort- in the attempt of oreation. But many 
independent. entities - cannot entertain one. will, 
and cannot make one effort which. are the: nece-.. 
asary pre requisites of production or creation. 
Hence Brahma the; creator . -is_one ‘entity and 
not meny. 


But according to the opposer the antecedent 
negation of each effect in the world being related 
as cause only to its effect there won't arise any 
question of singleness of will. ‘and. effort before 
creation. For each antecedent negation of each 
effect becomes its cause independently of ‘others. 
Hence there arises, no , question . of one will and 
one effort of one entity, yet what we have 
already said-must be recollected: here. 

But this sort of idea that positive things. 
have negative. attributes and negative things 
have positive. attributes, leads to promiscuity , 
- and confusion in the ‘arrangement of ‘categories? 
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in logic: No evidence can prove contradictory 
attribution to substances. Besides no relationship 
oan be established between contradictories~ - One 
thing can be attributed to the other only when 
they are naturaliy related to each other. White- 
ness can be attributed to a piece of cloth because 
they ure naturally related. But unrelated Meru 
cannot be attributed to Mandara. In the same 
manner it is impossible to show any relationship 
between being and non- being, whioh being 
contradictory of. each other can never be related: 


When thus accosted Sidhanti says that- 
attributedness is nothing but qualifiedness; and“ 
attribution is qualification. For. that which is 
qualified by an adjective, | is its substantive, and 
the qualifying adjective is different from it, 
Being and non-being have been seen as adjective 
and substantive. Otherwise you will have no 
cognition, of the type of ‘Pot is no piece of cloth’ 
or ‘non-being i is knowable’ That is-knowableness: 
is attributed to ‘non being’. 


Besides it is not relationship that settles the 
state of being an adjective to some substantive. 
Qualifiedness by. some adjective is the nature of 
substantive. There is some relation or connection 
between ‘Pot and a piece of cloth’ yet there is no 
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qualifiedness. Even unrelated (cithor by contact 
or inherence). ground and nov-existenoe . of pot 
have qualifiedness- 


Contradiction or identity have nothiag to do 
with qnalifiedness. Eternity and non eternity 
have qualifiedness. For the sky is eternal and is 
_the substantive of the adjective ‘Sound’ which 
is non-eternal. It is only some special verbal 
power which brings about this relationship of 
qualifiedness- 


Till at last the Sidhanti admits. that inspite 
of this apparent promiscuity of being and non- 
being, we can yet have a definite conception of the 
distinotion of these two (Being, and non-being)- 
That is being; ‘which is known to. us in the: first 
cognition as positive and that is non-being which 
is known to us in the first cognition as negative: 

Now a pot appears both as positive thing 
(a pot) and as a negative thing (in its antecedent 
negation). Yet in the multitude of things that 
which is known in the first cognition as positive 
pot, is a being or wa as a pot and that which ig 
known :as negative (as antecedent negative) 1 ds 
non-being. 

The pot, as a substance; (ai) is aa and not 
on account of quality or aw, itis a positive thing 
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and hence pot fs ara or being. It is conceived asa 
positive substancs, in the first instance. No 
doubt both substance and quality are identical 
and yet on account of some intrinsic merit 
inhering in them they stand separated for the 
purpose of practioal use, and thus they are 
different, as substance and quality. ‘Thus 
substance in the first conception stands as positive 
. and not as negation of another thing is a being. 
But the non~being ‘in the first conception is 
cognised as the negation of its counter part- k 


Thus pot is first conceived as pot a solid 
positive substance and then it is known as the 
non-oloth. Inthe same manner the antecedent 
negation first is known as +negation’ then is 
known as ‘knowable’. 


Thus the evidences, the opposer had produced, 
are shown to be contradicted by. stonger evidences: 
Now this theory of ‘creation out of negation’ 
will be shown to be. leading to an absurd conolu-. 
slon of the world bheing. reduced to colourless 
nullity at.the time of Laya or universal. destruc- 
tion. But God and others stand undestroyed. at 
Pralaya. It is not possible to set aside God, and 

attribute creation to some negation or nullity. 


aR aga, sdimaasean 


` 
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Here a point.of grammar has been raised by 
Jayateerth. Acharya uses in Anuvyakhana 
safaafaafage fafadaran, - „Knowledge and its objects 
are considered ar. support (arate) and hence 
locative is used after sfaafa (knowledge). This 
support is both primary and secondary- Here it 
is primary support that is meant. 


When the. opposer supports his side with a 
number of arguments, the proposer or Sidhanti 
contradicts it with his own argument. 


Now this universal destruction cannot cont 
ravene the rule of general destruction. General 
destruction always excludes the destroyer from 
destruction; hence in Pralaya God is excluded 
from general destruction. To this argument add 
one more : No time is without a conscious soul; 
hence in. Pralaya time also @ conscious being is 
-inferred to exist, on the analogy of. the present 
‘time, But time itself may not be questioned if 
it exists or not. For denying. the existence. of 
‘time is knocking the bottom out of all arguments 
based on the frame work of time and space. 


Both soul and. God thus have this existence 
in Pralaya. Now a rational explanation is. given 
for the existence of soul or Jeevatma. At the 
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time of Pralaya religious merit and demerit are 
there. They require support and Jeeva the soul 
is the only legitimate support of these two.. 
Hence Jeeva as the support of ania must be 
existing even in Pralaya. 


Or this argument argues the existence of 
God in Pralaya. For God is not a passive support 
of antad but He is the active controller (afavsta) 
of salad. Because qafa} are insentient and 
constitute a cause for some effect. Hence they 
need some one to guide and control them, as a 
dagger. In Pralaya the soul is a mere support 
‘of these two. But God alone is the controller, 
or afassta which is defined by Raghavendra as 
‘one who induces the cause to produce the effect’. 
Or one who uses it at his Sweet wil), or one who 
is the controller. 


Here the fina) syllogistic form is this: 
Dharma and Adharma existing at the time of 
Pralaya, are presided over by some body- For 
they, constituting cause, are insentient like the 
dagger. 


The logical reason in this inference has two 
qualifications. Reghavendra justifies the existence 
of the firat: qualification viz. ‘Constituting a cause’ 
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Mere in sentiency is to be found in + Destruction 
and absolute negation’ which need no controller 
being mere negation. But they do not constitute 
a cause. Hence there need be no violation of- 
Vyapti or concomitance of snua and 
afai Those negations though insentient yet 
do not constitute any cause. 


Pralaya being distant in time, is invisible to 
the eye, is yet.comprehensible through inference 
and henoe acceptible to us. 


The series of creations is produced by the 
- constituents of the series which do not make a 
Visible series; because it is a series like the series 
of (Araneya Santana: of fire begotten of (Arani) 
fire producing stick. 
_ Here we have a conception of creation which 
isan endless flow, Raghavendea explains this 
‘conception which inevitably leads us to presuppo- 
sition of Pralaya before cereation. Atoms are in a 
regulerised course of combination into two, those. 
again into three and those again into four till there 
is the Jast combination which gives the final shape 
to the finished product. This is the flow of creation 
when things are reduced to original atoms in the 
reverse process. This flow is stopped but ‘another 
flow is there in its place. So, t though there is no 
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identity yet there is continuity asin the current 
of water. So, when there is a flow just before it 
there are the component parts of it viz atoms in 
vast clusters. This is Pralaya. The piece of 
wood which produces fire by attrition continu- 
-ously throws out a jet of fire one after another. 
The same jet is not there. Before one jet dis- 
appears there is another occupying its place. Thus 
there is continuity. This leads toa state when 
there was no jet of fire. That is its Pralaya. 


-We must closely follow: the argument. 
Sidhanti pressed the opponent to accept aes as 
the cause-general for all effects. This aass is 
nothing but ṣẹ and aad. This aqez at the time 
of Pralaya is the general cause of future creation: 
It is aes that proves the existence of Pralaya. 
So Sidhanti challenges those that do not accept 
ages as the cause of creation, to produce evidence 
to prove the existence of Pralaya. 


Then Leelavati’ Vardhmana tries to prove 
the existence of Pralaya acoepting Paramanuvada 
or Atomic theory of creation. Creation is a flow 
or flux coming one after another. Dissolution and 
creation, dissolution and creation continues 
eternally. Creation out of atoms and then 
dissolution into atoms. In this continuous flow 
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every creation pre-supposes dissolution. Without 

‘the assertion of ages thus Pralaya is proved, 
In one and the same place at one and the same 
time there cannot be two flows; hence one course 
is destroyed and in its place out’ of the same 
material another course begins. Hence creation 
presupposes dissolution. — 


But Shidhanti does not try to contradict or 
“refute these arguments here. But he puts forth 
“counter arguments ‘based on HES and proves the 
existence of Pralaya; No ‘doubt ad and aad are 
Super sensuous end hence | ‘gannot be perceived: 
Yet Devadatta’ ce body i is. a product of Devadatta’s 
“special quality. For itis a product and a means 
of experiencing pleasure or pain. ‘Now there is 
‘speciality in the pleasure and pain of every 
individual which. can be only accounted for, bý 
the age of the man., Thus #33 is proved as the 
cause, as without ite presumption the variety in 
effect. cannot bè explained. 


_ Again if one. performs. safdan one gets 
heaven; If one kills a Brahmin. one will go to 
hell. Yaga and killing happon and perish the 
next moment» If they do not exist just before 
the effect is produced (viz. heaven and hell) how 
can they be connected causally? So Yaga and 
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killing produce ages or yea and qq whioh exist till 
they produce long time afterwards, heaven and 
hell. Thus xa is proved to exist. 


Adversaries produce many counter inferences 
and also have shown loopholes in the inferences 
that have been launched to preve the existence 
of Pralaya. So Sichanti does not like to 
continue with arguments but in such questions 
thatfare super-sensuous the only recourse to take 
to is Verbal testimony. which include authorless 
Vedas. authoritative Smrities and popular 
Puranas, and itihasas. Already we have shown 
that the Vedas are valid evidences to prove the 
existence of ‘Beings’. So the existence of agis 
or gated is warranted by verbal testimony. Thus 
_at the time of Pralaya Jeeva or soul as the 
support of azss and Paramatma as the controller 
of ags are proved to exist. So it is far from 
truth to say that beings in general sre not 
existing In Pralaya.. Then-Prakriti also is proved 
as the material cause of so many effects. 


In the first Sutra of this Adhikarana an 
inference was adduced to refute the agency of a 
‘negation. or non~being: Now also a positive 
argument to prove that the world is created by a 
sentient being is adduced with an illustration: 
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In the world we find an effect like pot having an 
intelligent agent like a Potter. Aocordingly why 
should we not infer an iatelligent agent in the’ 
creation of the world ? 


When Sidhanti pleads for inference it is 
supposed that only inference aided by Agama is 
meant. Unaided inference is powerless to prove 
conclusively in things beyond the senses. Besides 
‘Vedic statements: well ‘be ascertained and 
confirmed by inference or Yukti are infallible. 


Thus refuting inferential argument’ in favour 
of negation, being the agent and the agénoy of 
God,, in the work'of creation was established 
through inference only. 


. But now the Sankhyas come forward and’ 
object to the refutation of the theory in which’ 
Brahma is said to be the material cause of the 
world, by the argument that Brahman is different 
in nature from the:world. For they argue that 
inference is unable to prove or disprove anything: 
as One inference can be pitted against another. 


But if the inference ‘is soundly based upon 
perception or Agama, it cannot be easily dislodged. 
Sidhanti defends the validity, of inference taking 
his stand on this sound basis. Sutrakara cannot 
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reasonably condemn rational thinking in general 
having first proposed to discuss about Brahma 
through rational investigation, only baseless or 
wild or wanton arguments are condemned and 
discouraged. Thoughts deduced from life or 
revelation are Vehieles of infallible truth. 


Thoughts are various no. doubt as they come 
out of different minds. On that account if all 
thoughts in general are condemned, this thought 
also Condemning al! thoughts, stands Condemned 
by itself. 


Now we come to the last Sutra of this 
Adhikarana. In the course of the oritioal review ` 
of other systems the Sutrakara, refutes Sankhya : 
and Vaisheshika. Some say that of these 
Vaisheshika is more violently attacked by 
Badarayana, in spite of the fact that. Vaisheshika 
isa theist while Sankhya is an athiest. But this 
is not correct. For the point: at. issue-is that 
Brahma is the cause of creation. This is the 
view of the Vedantin. Now who, is the greater 
offender of this truth ? Sankhya does not believe 
in the existence of Brahma; much less does he 
belleve his. being the cause of creation. So Sankhya 
is unacceptable to the Vedantion. But Vaisheshika 
is leas unacceptible to the Vedantion. Beoause 


239 


Vaisheshika admits the existence of Brahma and 
also his being the agent cause or efficient cause 
of creation. He does not admit only Brahman 
being the material cause of creation. Hence 
Vaisheshika is less unacceptable to the Vedantion. 
There may be other reasons that the Sankhya 
believes in astia (a theory that the effect is 
already existing in the cause) is out of issue. 
Hence we need not take that into ovnsideration 
while comparing ‘the relationship of these two 
systems with the Vedanta. . 


When this interpretation is not acceptable, 
we must find the right interpretation. Bo long 
the doership of non-being was refuted and now 
the doership of Jeeva or soul and. other theories 
are condemned. Here doership merely means 
causa) relationship. . 


Aani 


_ Now begins Bhoktridhikarana- In the last 
Adbikarana opposition to the theory of Brahman 
being the cause was set aside by very powerful 
reason or inference aided by corroboration from 
Shruti. Here the contradiction is rendered null 
and void by a reason lent by a combination of 
Shruties and hence the ivference is rendered very 
powerful-Thereby it is shown that in the previous.. 
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Adhikarana the interpretation of the Shruti by 
Sidhanti is accepted because it is not in contra- 
vention of the primary meaning. But in thia 
Adhikarana the interpretation of Shruti by the 
Shidhanti (unity of place and other things) is not 
to be accepted because the primary. meaning shall 
have to be given up. So it is found that reasoning 
is more powerful. So the relationship is the 
counter-illustration, And this is in accordance 
with the statement in Anuvyakbyana (sfaqrnaeaa:), 
the Yukti has the corroboration of Shruti, and 
has the reason lent by the combined Shruti. Thus 
Yukti is of two types. i 


It is contended that Bhokta or Jeeva or 
soul when completely released, becomes one with 
Brahman. As this is told in Shruti they both 
(Brahman and-Jeeva) are one. Therefore it is 
not reasonable to say that Brahman is really the 
cause of creation. . 


_ Fo. this contention the Sutrakara replies that 
this identity is only figurative or formal (asin 
wordly parlance). This is not essential identity 
but identity of place or opinions When water is 
added to water they are said to be one où account 
of ocoupying-the same place. (identity of place): 
Men of different opinion. coming to an agreement 
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are said to be one on account of consensus of 
opinion. So also Brahma and MuktaJeeva attain 
the same place and have the same opinion. 


But here it is “objacted that when primary 
meaning. is available it is not good convention to 
use secondary meaning. 


To this, Sidhainti replies ‘that’ if real identity 
of Jeeva and: Brahma i is meant; is it the ‘identity 
of two ‘that. were idénitical firat or of the two 
not identical. ~This*is not’ ‘identity of . “really 
identical. 


Shruti declares the identity (eränä qtia) 
of all with the highest ‘and. impérishable: qataafa 
is the verb used. This’ verb is called i in grammar 
fea form; and is defined by Panini; ` thus’ ARIAT 
graft danae: (aaa) Formerly they“ were. 
different: aza) now they have beconié one; when 
this is the: sense fea form is uaedy: Sovhere qatadfa 
cannét mean the identity of the: really identica} 
because the fa form i is used Bo qataatet does not 
allow us to say’ that those ` “that” were one first 
‘become one. 


But one: thing distinctly differnt. ‘from 
another thing © ‘cal never” ‘become one. by, any 
means. So- Jéeva ’ esséntially different from 
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Brahman can by any: means becomo’one with him,. 
aven in Mukti; 


Pralhad categorically - denies the. ‘possibility 
of one entity becoming another by any means, 


CARATER wa atmi gaai fasian wei 
fe Afa ammai aa:u Much less the identity of 
the soul with Paramatman, That identity is only 
unreal or illusóry: Shri- Raghavendra tells: us. 
that the. verse quoted i is from. Vishnu Purana.. In 
Katha qafa qg sqi maña: nafa. Pure. water 
added to pure water becomes like that (and not 
one with that). 


ards (may be possible ag in the world) is 
now interpreted in one way. Now. it is interpreted. 
in.an other way, “In the world no.one takes pot to 
be. one. with. a. piece of cloth. .Potyis: ‘always 
different. from oloth-. ‘So, the. yeasoning: of: the 
opposer is not logical. Honce the soul is not one 
with: Brahman; -but. he is different from. him”, 


wove 


ware arimena: 


Now begins aasraeafareenn, Before this in 
Bhoktridhikarana the contradiction from inference 
was refuted. by sound inference. And in Asadha- 
dhikarana this. inference was strengthened, by 
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Adhikarana collects: a unique group of evidences 
like reason’ supplied by Smruti, and reason supplied 


-6y many. Bhbrüties in war alliance against | ‘the 
coming ‘contradiction. 


-Just i in the previous Adhikarana, the theorist. 
that propogates Brahma undergoes change, . 
contends that the enjoyable world is accepted as 
identical with ite’ respective. material causes not 
in ‘contravence | of: the: variety due to’ change. 
` This identity of cause: and effect as in pot and its 
earth is accepted in. the: world. Then: Sankhya 
theorist argues that: if the: "enjoyer in bis natural” 
form. (the soul) is proved by Shastra to be identi- 
oal; with Brahma them: let. the. “enjoyable: thing, 
which.i is identical withits material'cauée Brahman 
be. enjoyer. who i ia identical-with Brahma. “Thòse' 
thinga which.are identical with: acommon ‘thing'are 
identical. themselves. -But this is not a desirable 
thing. For.foam and waves are each identical 
with the sea and hence should be identival. ‘them: 
selves. But: foam is not talked aB wave nora, wave 
is talked as foam in practical life. ‘So the rule 
above” ‘cited is ‘violated. So it. Was ‘refuted - ‘in. 
Bhokhradhikarana. Now cause and effect are. 
different: according to the theory of Vaisheshikes, 
in nature, purpose, and naming in practice. For 
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exar plo the nature of dg fs dga and the nature of 
qe is qee which are ‘different. The purpose, of w 
or piece of cloth. is protection from cold. While 
the threads cannot serve this purpose. One is. 
called ‘qz’ (cloth) and another is called. ‘aq’: 
Thus on many counts there is difference between 
the cause and effect, “Hence world cannot, be, 
identilal with Brahman; This is the gist of the 
contents of the present Sutra. 


‘Now the present Sutra is explained. The 
world which is the effect is not diffrrent: from its 
cause Brahma; because there are Shrutis like 
aatia and others.: But Vivartavadi saya that 
he accepts the difference ‘between things that is 
essential for practical purposes in life. But this 
difference is practical or phenomenal and not real. 
Hence really the Brahman, the cause is one with 
the sky.and others that:are the effect: For they 
are never found to exist without Brahman. (This 
is identity with Brahman) -This is kaown from 
vedic texts aaa famiti. 


Now the firet interpretation is refuted. One. 
docepting Brahma ‘as the: material cause should 
‘be made: the. opposer. But Vaisheshika ‘and 
others do not belong to, this group: | So ‘how is it 
possible to accept identity with Brahman ? It is. 
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“not even ‘possible to state that’ the. world is 
identical with Brahman. For do the Vedic texts 
‘state directly the identity of Brahman and J agat? 
or through ` the ‘material “cause (faaifea), whioh 
tindorgoès ‘change becoming identical with effect 
(faa) ? In thefirst the Jump of earth and other 
things : are mentioned. Hence there cannot be 
identity. Jn thø second. let: there be identity 
between-the cause and effect. Betweon Brahma 
and Jagat. theré-.cannot..be identity. For the 
world isnot the changed product of Brahman’ 
Therefore the question that how is the- world 
identical with Brahman stands unsolved. 


~ ‘Another Shrutt ‘“saaataantet gaiga wala is 
cited to prove the identity of Brahman and world, 
For the Shruti states that by: the | knowledge of 
Brahman, the knowledge of all things i is secured. 
This is not possible if Brahman. is not identical 
with all things. 


But this is not so. Because artanaez in the 
Sutra-includés- only such Vedic texts as are 
similar in contents. 80 those that propound 
causality: of the world and. identity: with...the 
world; should: be chosen: ; a 


Even ‘if identity ig meant let us ascertain’ 
what kind of identity is that. Is that identity. 
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the identity bet weon synonyms(like fas and #ifes) 
or is it of the type of cause and effect (xq and a2): 
. The identity of the first type, the sutrakara 
cannot state, nor can shruties propound. For 
Brahma is changeless.and the world is subject to 
ohanges. Henea they are not like Pika and Kokila. 


Now the second alternative is identity as 
between cause and affect. This is. not possible. 
Because Jagat is not the effect- of Brahman. 
-Hence this causal identity also is forbidden. So 
the identinty is of some different. type viz- 
subordination. Brahma is master and Jagat is 
dependent -on it. There is the same ‘sort of 
figurative or formal lidentity. as between the master 
and the servant. 


k Now the theory of illusion or Vivritavada is 
refuted. The Sutrakara does not. mean . that. the - 
-effect the world -is:an illusion. agarar. does.-not 
mean illusion. Otherwise Brahman also would be. 
an illusion. | 


True it is that the world cannot subsit with- 
‘out. Brahman: This doss not mean that it does not. 
-exist atall: It exists being. dependent on Brama. 

If it means abohute non-existence; . -Jeeva also 
should have -no. existence at all. Ifa qualified 
thing. ‘is denied existence; only the. qualifying 
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adjective is denied its existance. But the 
‘substantintive is not negated. +A ‘Snatake with 
dirty clothes should not bathe; medns only dirty 
clothes are forbidden. While Snataka is free 
‘to bathe with clean clothes. In the same manner, 
‘the statement ‘The world has no existence apart 
from Brahma cannot deny existence to existing 
world, because existence is warranted by evidences. 
-World as different from Brahme is denied. But 
vorld. exists as essontially aB Brahman: 


If the ‘world: is. “illusory. (as. the. illusionist 
supposes) ` it shall: have to be imposéd upon 
: Brahman, To explain this. illusion no one’ says 
`: that the world i is different from Brahman. 


. For: to explain the super- imposition of silver 
fon conch shell: to ‘one saya that ‘silver is 
`<- different. from shell. ‘Thus’ the Sidhanti goes on 
E Borutinising.- the: ‘theory: ‘of illusion. At last he 
asks a question.. Suppose the world is an illusion: 
or it is unreal: ‘Then hew.can it be non-different 
for one with), from. Brahman. ? If the world is not 
-One with Brahman; in any way then there.cannot 
-be any other CATS (for the world) than Brahman 


In no way oan we explain the ‘illusion 
eor For there are no sound proofs, to prove 
But the Sutra has supplied the reason like 
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verbal texts ‘avartam’. Now let us consider how 
this text explains the illusion of the world. “Does 
that state directly that the world is an illusion or 
through the effect ? Ifit is direct, then how is 
the world illusion produced by Brahma. For 
there is reference to lump of earth and other 
‘things. There is no reference to Brabma- illusion 
(Brahma appearing as world), in the vedio text, 
Bo world illusion cannot be explained.in any. way: 
In the second alternative how does the vedio. text 
prove that Brahma: appears as world. It is 
contended that all modification or change is. falie 
or illusion. ‘Phe world is Brahma modified, ‘and 
hence is false. But this contention also fsaspediout.. 
For in the previous Adhikarana it is proved thas 
world is not the modification of Brahman. How 
then it is proved that.the world.is non-different. 
from Brahma? Reghavendra thus gives the: 
elucidation of the verse wiaaatxar of Acharya.. E 
Therefore it may be- reminded thatthe 
bondage..is real and without the grace from: the 
Lord it cannot be removed: and hence to get the 
-grace of Brahma, we must undergo the discipline 
‘of Hearing, thinking and: meditating which 
constitute Jijnasa. 
Now the production of pot depends upon 
-- another ` cause which has existence. and -power 
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-without depending upon theagent or potter. On 
the analogy of this,. creation of Mahat and others 
depends upon enother independent cause whose 
-existence and. power do not: depend upon the will 
Of the agent of creation‘or God. “Because. it ‘is 
the action of the agent in respect, of the produ- 
ction. Like. the .creation‘or production of pot, 
also it is production. Or Mahat and others attain 
the state: of production depending upon an 
‘independent cause other than the agent. For 
‘they are effects like pot. “And many more such 
inferences aré adduced in favour of an indepe: 
ndent: cause other than Brahman. -Hence these 
infallible inferences, go against. tha: Sutra. statement 
that Brahman Has the. monopoly of being the 
independent c cause of creation, - 


In the' same: manner in the place of “another 
cause’ you substitute ‘locus ? .(Adhisthana) ° of 
illusion. | - An independent ‘ locus ’ will be proved. 
whioh. also runs counter tothe Sutra statement 
that Brahman isthe only cause of creation. 
Raghavendra fully. elucidates this point and its 
implications and respectfully. makes a reference 
to Chandrika where this:topio has been fully dealt 
with. 
Even Shruti also. supports: this Bories- of 
“inferences by stating that: Brahman is one of the 
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causes’ and does not deny. the possibility of 
another independent cause. Even. if Shruti 
opposes this possibility of. another ‘independent 
cause and hes undisputsd authority on account of 
its: being. authorless, still the inference also is 
-unchollengable. and invincible on account of its 
. manifold number that has rallied round its cause. 


i Trenched behind this powerful. argument the 

opposer propounds that there is an indepent cause 
other than Brehman; based upon sound reasoning 
which cannot be brushed aside. 


Then the. Súträkara contradicts this sally 
of opposition -in bhis- Adhikarana; and categori- 
cally denies the possibility of an independent 
cause for creation other than Brahman. ‘What 
cause is there for creation ‘is. not ‘different from 
Brahman (that). Had the Sutrakara simply 
stated that there is no independent cause for 
-oreation then Brahman also- would have lost his 
independence... But by- what-the Sutrakara states 
(azai). it is found that He (Brahman) alone and 
not another: is the. cause. of creation: Acharya 
‘uses fg (bécause) in order: to show that his state- 
ment also has the support of evidences while the 
‘opposer’s point of view stands unsupported by 
any evidences (màs saad). 
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. By the shruti araan itis stated that there 
is ‘no: cause other than Brahman. . But further ` At 
is stated that, there.are other causes like. primor“ 
dial matter and other things.. When these two. 
seemingly eontradictory statements are reconciled 
it nieans that there is no independent cause other 
than Brahman... But there.are. dependent causes 
‘other than Brahman in the creation of the world. 


‘What about the inferences that have rallied 
‘round the. opposers: banner to- uphold his theory 
of an ‘independent. cause of creation other ‘than 
_ Brahman? We do admit. that they. are many. But 
-they are all spent up(enérgy) battery as they bave 
no support ofShruti. These. inferences are recharged 
only when they. are, supported by Shruti.. Such 
aided inferences are on the side of Sutrakara and 
hence. the inferences’ cited by. the opposer are 
rendered nul and void. 


There ivcidental ‘causes. like material cause 
‘are all. dependent on “Brabman for their exietence 
and activity. “But such. causes also are necessary 
for. the creation of the’ world: (aaran), - Elem- 
ental causes: (aren ‘@aa:) are ‘not stated here 88 
dependent. Yet else where | Gin zoe Ge amara) all 
these are, stated. to be dependent entirely on 
‘His sweet will. 
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_ It should not be ebjected: that: inthe Shruti 
aada Nada aq it is stated that both 
tangible (wd) and intangible (ated) objects were not 
‘existing at that time in Pralaya. For independent 
‘of: Brahman they “were not there; but even then 
there were many that were dependent on him. 
“This is known fromthe shruti itself. Though in 
the beginning all things are denied’ ‘éxistence yet 
in another statement Shruti posits the existence - 
of awa which is nothing, but Prakriti. _ So the 
negation at the beginning _ is not ‘absolute but 
limited. So independent there was none. Depe- 
ndent there were many-~ | 


Further thie supposition that God banks upon 
the aid of dependent entities like Prakriti and 
time for his oreation; leads to the bankruptcy 
of the so called unlimited resourcefulness of 
God. When invariably the aid of Prakriti and 
time is needed. these cannot be ocnsidered as 
dependent.  Fhosa strong reasons contradict the 
theory of the dependence of God on Prakriti and 
othars in his activity of creation. Because it. affects 
uvlimited immonsity and. infinite wisdom and 
inexhaustible Strength of God. 


To this objedtion Sutrakera: replies’ the depe- ` 
ndence on Prakriti and independence of Brahman 
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can be shown to. be compatible, on rational basis.’ 

There are also corroborations from other-Shruties,: 
Previously. quoted shruties may yield to diversions 
of meaning... But the present onés unambiguously 
state.that the creation in which the agent. cause: 
is. God is. the. effect of . the | ‘material cause .iike 
Prakriti and others. which are dependent on:God+ 


. God ia the only’ independent cause: He has 
the- capacity to create the world even without 
the aid of Prikriti and- others. Stin it -is His 
aweet will (not enforced by any body) to use 
Prakriti Kala. and. „others whioh . are. fixed and. 
invariably used. causes whose existence, activity. 
aod knowledge...are.entirely dependent on 
Narayana: _ . 


But others interpret this: Sutra | in: a different. 
way. In watered: aata means both ‘cause and 
. effects and’ the sutra means ‘If there is cause Jike’ 
pot and they are one; and vice versa’. (This. is 
the second - Sutra An’ ‘the ‘Adhikarana. The- first 
sutra and its” “misinterpretation are- already: 
noticed and reviewed. So the. second. sutra and 
its mis interpretation is. taken. for critical review-) 
For this identity of.cause and effeot the- evidence 
is. presumption... or. Arthapathi:. (aaraa) AAT 
> means ‘that. which -þelongs to: the. later period:.of 
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time’. Effect that comes in existence’ in later 
period of- time. is already éxisting ‘before its | 
production (in its-cause). (adadedang mea) Obje- 
oting to this aqetdar. when: effect’s existence in the 
cause is doubted: the reply is given ib aag aama 
It does not mean that effect was non-existing, N 
Because at the end in the statement’ you read 
‘qadaq ‘it was existing’. From this we know that 
the. effect is not aag Òr non-existing; but it is. 
called non- existing only from ‘the | point of view 
of another attribute. . 


Now follows the sutra qe mariane, Many 
reasons are adduced. Sankhya reasons are quoted 
from his Karike:—: (aag aetna. sirataagy adana 
maga THT maa menasa Teer) For 1) 
Non existing cannot produce; _ 2) The cause 
is causally. related with effect; 8). Because all are, 
not produced - by all (one cause is, related. with 
one ‘effeot).. £). The inherent. power of cause, (if 
that cause is not: related with. the effect) cannot 
produce. the effect, 8) Cause. transmits its nature. 
to effect. . vo 


The sougate also presénts ‘cortain’r reasons for 
the existence of the effect inthe cause even before 
the effeot is.produced.: When the effeot is different 
from’ the cause, if the effect isto reside in the 
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in the whole of ite ‘Ta. ‘the fret . ‘alternative we: 
cannot make any parts in the. part of a cause- 
If the effeot is to.reside in:the whole of the cause 
‘or thread as there are: many. threads. there will be 
many effects. . If really there: are many effects 
one for each thread-then: when: one thread moves 
the other should: not. movos; -Fhe same piece of. 
cloth shall have -to be- called. both moving and 
not moving. which is: absurd. For all these reasons 
the effect is not. different: from the cause says: 
Saugata. This commentator quotes Vedio texts 
to substantiate | his. statements. 

. Then: comes the: sutra qeava. Justas a piece 
of cloth when folded. is’ unmanifest and when- 
expanded is manifest so also effect is unmanifest 
in the stage of cause and by the active effort of 
the agent the effect ‘becomes - manifest. _Henoe 
cause and effect, are’ ‘one, 


Another instance given is vital. breath (arnt: :) 
and its ‘varioties j Just. as Prana and. ‘“Apana. and 
others controlled ` Py the. discipline of Pranayama 
recede into thé causal ‘substance. Prana, only 
sustain life breath and de not exhibit expansion 
and contraction. But when. that discipline. is 
with-drawn Prana :does the. work: of. sustaining 
life breath :as well :as expansion: and contraction 
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Now leaving the work of scrutinising whether 
the verbal interpretation of the sutras ‘adopted 
by this commentator is correct: or not tó the 
readers, only the consitency of thought is taken’ 
up for critical survey. While seeking identity of 
effect with cause, experience is being flouted; as: 
effect and efficient cause are invariably found to- 
be different: in ‘the maundane world» If: identity is 
sought. with the: material cause it.is‘of no use’for 
the present. ‘What is. needed by this commentator 
is the identity of this mundane world with 
Brahman. But Brahman is‘ not the material 
cause: Besides material cause’ ‘is both ‘identical 
with and different from: the effect; Hence. the 
commentator ‘is foiled in his: efforts.” | 


On tbis a great discussion. ensues: Atlast it: 
ig shown how. absurd it is to believe that the. effect 
is already there in cause. For. all effort to produce. 
the effect and to destroy itis futile. But the 
opposer argues that in order'to explain production 
and destruction, manifestation and disappearance 
are accepted: Raghavendra explains at length 
how this new explanation of manifestation and 
disappearance also invites the same logical. rebuffs. l 


For people. say: that a pot ‘coniés ‘nto existe- 
nce when that manifestation becomes ‘manifest. 
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The wheel, rod and all justify their funotion only 
when manifestation is manlfested.Again. after the 
club destroys the pot there is disappearance of. 
the manifestation; hence the pot does not continue 
to exist after destruction. The use of the olub 
is justified for the disappearance of the manifest- 

ation. When disappearance manifesta we say 
that the pot is destroyed. For ‘disappearance 
which was existent before, is now manifested. 

There is no talk of destruction when it is not 
manifest. 


But even this lengthy process of imagination 
and Card-palace-building topples down at the 
slightest touch of reasoning. For what we had 
said about production and destruction will apply 
to manifestation and disappearance. if they are. 
formerly existing then all opr effort is useless. 
If they are not existing». non-existing things oan 
neither be produced nor destroyed. if again 
manifestation for thé manifestation, disappeara—. 
nee for disappearance » are to be imagined, there 
will be no end to this process and there is the 
logical fault of endless regress. 


But this rebutting can be directed against all 
theories of causation. For, with all, effect is 
either existent or non~existent and hence they 
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will be riding on: the same horns of dilemma, 
„Then how to rebut this dilemma? But we pass 
through the horns of dilemma. Because our 
birth and destruction do not require manifestation 
and disappearance. Our manifestation of birth 
is birth itself. Therefore ‘pot is produced’ and 

‘production is manifested’ both mean the same 
thing: it is production itself. This is agreed to 
by both andients and modern practical men. 


Then again follows a very hot attack and 
counter attack till the opponent is silenced. A 
feasible interpretation of the Adhikaransa is given 
which is -consistent with the whole trend of 
thought that runs from beginning to end. 


As for the question of God's omnipotence 
and his dependence on accessories for creation 
of the world, wedo admit the potentiality of 
Brahman which is unlimited and independent, 
Hence he has the capacity of creating even 
dispensing with the accessories of creation. Yet 
he undertakes oreation with the fixed aid of 
dependent accessories, which subordinately cont- 
ribute to this huge creation, at his sweet: will. 
This world is quite different from Brahman who 
is only its agent cause and is different cum non 
different from the material cause. Men in the 
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world are like hired servants and are at‘ the 
mercy of their Master. And they cannot avoid 
_ doing the most undesirable and inadvisible thing, 
being caught in the grip of the master. But 
Bramhan is not like that. He is able to throw 
away that which he does not like. Brahman has 
been bound by this self imposed bondage at his 
own sweet will before and now, as a manifestation 
of his own unlimited joy. | 


“Now begins Itara Vyapadesh adhikarana, 


Acharya has offered commentary,~on the 
Sutras called Bhashya and -then begin a. logical 
elucidation and oritical review of other interpreta 
tions in the form of Anuvyakhyana. Here Acharya 
reviews his own Bhashya and reconciles apparent 
contradictions and inconsistencies. 


‘Here the topic of the soul’s freedom of will 
is taken for discussione In Bhashya the topic of 
this Adhikarana is mentioned as the denial of the 
doctrine of the treedom of will (sda) of Jeeva 
or-soul, ‘though itis propounded in Shruti. But 
here Kartritva is justified. Hence there is seeming 
contradiction between the two interpretations. | 


4 
_ Sutrakara himself concedes freedom of will’ 
to Jeeva (satuatiaata)- Hence Freedom is 
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conceded to Jeeva within the. bounds of Divine 
will, But Logio is stern and does not allow this 
sort of diluted initiation and limited freedom, 


Now an attempt is made here to out the 
Gordian . knot. Acharya accepts the second 
alternative that Jeeva has limited freedom of 
will and not unlimited freedom: 


The sutra geamafea:. facamancattdtat denies 
catagorically Jeeva’s freedom of will. For this 
freedom is co-extensive with the whole power of 
Jeeve or only with a part of Jeeva. ‘That means 
wherever there is exercise of will there the 
whole of Jeeva is engaged. That means Jeeva 
while even lifting a blade of grass employs his 
whole of self whioh is absurd. To avoid this if 
you just amend it and say only a part of Jeeva 
is engaged you are falling in anothet pit- Jeeva 
is partless but you are committing yourself toa 
theory that Jeeva has parts which runs counter to 
Shruti (aa a: asia: afaa: favaaa:) which declares 
Jeeva to be partless. 


Jeeva is partless and yet he adjusts his 
essential power to the need of the work on hand. 
This he is able to do only with the interference 
of Bhagavan Vishnu who gives Jeeva strength 
to regulate his essential energy to the need of 
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the work. Hence in every activity of Jeeva there 
are two factors which must be clearly recognised; 
viz the soul's subordination şto the will and 
working of God and the exercise of Freedom of 
will of man. 

Others bring about reconcilation, admitting 
conditions, or parts, or ignoratice in Jeeva. and 
freedom is subjected to one of them. But this 
is not proper. Naturally partleas,.. atomically 
integrated, Jeeva is solid and whole. God alone 
can. regulate J eeva to express | nis limited energy 
and effort, not affecting his integrated nature, 
‘It was only his miraculous power that works this 
wonderful feat. Jeeva himself cannot. claim 
this miraculous power. , 

In the Sutra setandi Jeova is said to 
have atomio size. But here the opposer has a 
seoret intention in raising a doubt. Farther 
Jeeva is going to be described as having various 
forms. But this multiplicicy of forms and atomic 
sizə of Jeeva, if they are to be compatible 
presume partfulness and the state of absence of 
mutually different parts. This presumption 
squarely meets the opposition raised by the state- 
ment “‘Partlessness of eoul or Violation of verbal 
testimony’’-Hence freedom of will of Jeeva, which 
we had relinquished in order to meet this oppo- 
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sition, may be reclaimed. So we need not dilute 
that Jeeva’s freedom into freedom within the 
limits of God's will’. This is the intention of 
the opposer. 


As if conniving at this the Sidhanti goes on 
expatiating on the question of the nature and wil! 
of Jeeva Now Acharya in his Anuvyakhyana 
‘has devoted. two and half verses to clear this 
point. “Ordinary products like a piece of cloth 
have parts; but those parts are different cum non 
different. For instance one thread of the cloth 
(which is a part) is different, even non different 
from another thread (which is snother part), as 
well as from the whole (cloth). But Jeevais not like 
this, and is not constituted with parts that are 
different oum non different. This Jeeva is one 
integrated whole. But inspite of identity Jeeva 
maintains Visheshas (a peculiar nature) which 
suffers variety in forms. Hence Shruti maintains e 
partieseness of Jeevas- Jeeva ia constituted 
with parts that are mutually identical and 
identical with the whole. So partful Jeevas are 
-yet said to be partless in Shruti. 


¿£ ` 
sag maaa. A doubt is raised in respect 
of Divine freedom of will) Even in the case of 
Brahman we cannot reasonably argue his 
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agenoy in the creation. of the world. For him 
‘also it is not possible to regulate his efforte so as 
: to suit the bulk of work on hand. He is not wise 
who spends the same amount of energy in produ- 
cing the egg of an ant as he would spend in the 
creation of Brahmands. To avoid this difficulty 
if we agree that he uses a part of his self then 
we break the integrity of Brahman and offend the 
Shruti that propogates partleesness of Brahman. 


Besides Brabman has no physical set up of 
body and senses to make bim eligible for being 
creator. If inspite of all these inconsistencies you 
aver Brahma’s agency in creation, then Jeeva also 

“may aspire to be the creator of the world. When 
Brahman thus cannot be the agent cause, much 
less can we attribute to him creatorship of all: 


In this Adhikarana an attempt is made to 
-clear this doubt. qdq siamea. The source of 
reference regarding Brahman is limited to only 
revealed testimony. Hence Shruti reveals Brah- 
-man to be a wonderful entity beyond the reach 
of: other sources of knowledge. Brahman is extra- 
ordinary; and hence. laws of thought cannot apply 
to him. His uncommon powers and extra 
„ordinary nature melt down all contradictions into 
sweet consistencies and coherent harmony. 
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. ., Hence though devoid of different parts there 
-is no, unregulated waste of his whole energy; 
though only a part is engaged yet there is no 
contradiction of Shruti which declares partlessness 
of Brahman. 


- 


But others adopt this very stand yet come 
toa different conclusion. On account of his extra 
ordinary power though he is partless yet the 
whole of Brahma does not undergo modification 
and hence -he is fit to be the material cause of 
the world. | 


This interpretation is unsuitable; for it does 
‘not suit the context of this 2nd Adhyaya which 
is devoted to reconcile the contradictions arising 
from the tenet that Brahman is quite different 
from the world consisticg of sentient and insenti- 
ent entities; and is the supreme Lord over these 
and such allied things. And the topic here is not 
at all, his being the material cause. 


a 


Non-contradiotion means reconciliation of 
contradictions. Now that is the reconciliation of 
contradictions arising from Brahman’s supremacy 
over all, in the Second Adhyays. Jn the first 
and second Padas directly and in the third and 
fourth, indireotly, such reconciliation is sought. 
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Now what is the purpose of reconciliation of 
two contradictory Shruties? is it merely the 
settlement of the validity of Shruties ? or is it 
the settlement of the meaning of Shruties? If the 

_first alternative is accepted then. Meemansa. will 
be turned into Nyayashastra, in which only 
Pramana is considered and not Prameya. If so we 


cannot explain why reconciliation: of contradic— . 
tory statements about creation and other things, 


is sought. 

There are two statements of which one states 
-gà qf and another aafaa and then there is 
the process of reasoning (amaa) that might be 
started to reconcile contradiction between these 
two. So algo.here: In the second alternative it is 
mere creation alone that is the 'topio.to be consi- 
dered. For it is of no.use. Thus the discussion 
goes on- 

Therefore the topic, the opposer has chosen 
for the Sutra, does not get inclusion in the second 


Adbyaya. And hence our interpretation stands 
justified. l 


Next Sutra faenenafatagerr nullifies the 
objection that bodiless God cannot oreate the 
‘world. For alreedy the sutras like arafaad fafaara fë 


and others have'proved that Brahman is endowed 


with miraculous power of unlimited measure and 
hence can be known only from Shruti: No Incon- 
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sistency or incompatibility stares him in his face. 
He who has no power direotly to move in motion 
or activity the implements of creation, needs the 
medium of body to transmit propelling to thes® 
implements of production. And he whose know, 
ledge ig extraneous, needs the set of senses. In 
-the same manner he who is not able to stad on 
his own legs, on account of his heavy body, needs 
the ground to stand-upon. 


Here another doubt arises namely if already 
this topic has been thrashed out, why repetition ? 
fo give an answer reference is made to episte- 
mology to olear the doubt of tautology. When 
we discuss the topic of the source of knowledge 
and the subject. of knowledge, we meet with such 
a situation. Knowledge of a particular subject 
is already acquired. If we seek again another 
source to get knowledge of the same subject it is 
‘meaningless repetition. But when there is the 
same source of knowledge with a different subject, 
there is no repetition. In the same manner when 
there is the same subject ‘with different source of 
knowledge, there is no repetition. 


Now Raghavendra makes this point’ clear by 
giving apt illustrations. In Antasthadhikarana 
and Akashadhfkarana the source of knowledge 
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(Pramana) provided by the sutra aastana afena 
is the unambiguous reason which again sett'es the 
question in ag gastet:. Here thus the Pramana is 
one, yet the topics are different. For in the 
previous Adhikaranas words referring to gods and 
to elements have their reason of reference 
primarily (safafafaa) in God; and in others it is 
subject to God. Thus it is proved that all words 
referring to gods and to-elements have inherent 
power. of reference to God, (They mean God). 
This i is the topic, while in the Sutra aa gamm: the 
words like svt ‘which constitute reason. for 
reference to life have again their power of refe- 
rence in Paramatman; while the power of reference 
in others is subject to God. Thus words like 
‘Prana have natural power of reference in God: 
Hence: though Pramana is one, the topics to be 
understood are different and hence there is no 
tautology. In the same manner though the topic. 
to be understood is one, yet if the sources are 
different there will be no repetition. This is made 
clear in the coming pages. 


a sdana 


- Acharya: has. announced that even when 
there is his commentary or Bhashya on the 
‘Sutras yet in order to elucidate what has been 
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told there, he composed another commentary 
called post vyakhyana ( aqata). Hence what 
has been said in Bhashya as aanafa: is explained 
here at length, So an objection is formulated on 
the Bhasya statement; and this topic itself is 
called introduction to the topio of the Adhikarana- 

God is engaged in a gigantic scheme of orea- 
tion. But has God some unfulfilled motive behind 
this creation? If so he is imperfect to that 
extent. If not so, how can he be the agent of 
action in this oreation without any thing to 
achieve thereby: This is the stand taken by the 
opposer. l 

The Shidhanti in this Adhikarana admits 
that there is no purpose to serve in the attempt 
of creation. And yet he is the most suocessfirl 
agent of action by being karta in the huge impli- 
mentation of the plan of creation. 

Now about the. wording of the sutra a saaa 
art. This may be a compound word or it may be 
& group of separate words. When compounded 
the phrase means. “The ‘purposiveness which we 
have for creation is not to be found here.” When 
uncompounded it means ‘Brahma has no purpose 
to fulfil by being the oreater Himself” For he 
is one who has all his desires fulfilled. Just as 
wind and fire blow-and burn by nature without 
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being actuated by an unfulfilled motive so also 
God being one with desires fulfilled, has no 
extraneous motive in his creation. It is his nature 
to be employed in such aotivity. 

When a compound word, it means that the 
creation has no purpose to fulfil. Thus there is 
no rule that all activities must be motivated: 
Natural activity is found to be unmotivated, 
actuated only by the inner urge of nature. Brah- 
man is always engaged in the activity of creation 
asan expression of His ioner joy. Just as an 
intoxicated man under the influence of wine sings 
and dances to express his in most: pleasure, so 
also God manifests his delight through his oreat- 
ion. But it may be objected that a man, sober 
and intelligent, has never engaged himself in 
futile or purposeless activities. God is all aware- 
ness and extremely sober and of unclouded 
intelligence and cannot waste his time in a thank- 
less taske- Jayateerth gives a beautiful illustration 
of voluntary activities of limbs of the body. 
A man fully absorbed in talking or speaking, 
indulges in gesticulations of movement of 
fingers: or other movements of. body swayed by 
the delight of his expression, So also he has a 
natural proclivity and unintentional tendency 
towards eternal creation which in no way affects: 
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bis natural freedom. Hence Shruti declares that 
all-oovering activity of God is most pure as it is 
unintentional and expressive of his inner joy. 


Raghavendra helps us to construe the Shruti 
Sarggraarald atuen et erat, But the construction 
should be from. all sorts of defeots of limited 
brains. Here we find repetition of the ugly type 
viz ad and ya: both meaning + this ’’ ( This is the 
nature of God; what must ‘be the intention. of 
one who has all his desires fulfilled ) 

Jayateerth hence explains the meaning of ga: as 
gaat or desire. Raghavendra supplies the gramm- 
` atioal derivation of vq to mean gast. The root is 

gavin the sense of ‘to desire’ (gearata). In the 

formation of an abstract noun the termination a% 

is suffixed. Then there is Guna change (by the 
rule gia sqqueqa) and the final form is qu 
meaning ‘desire’. 


Here some other interpretations: are taken 
for critical review. They are of Advaitins and 
` Ramanujeeyas- A king of great exploits indulges 
in games . merely for its pleasure, so also the 
supreme Brahman, who does creation and destru- 
otion merely by willing (without any efforts) does 
‘it for. the sake of pleasure. Thus for some, it is 
pleosure for others it is enjoyment. ‘These ideas 
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are treated as the objector’s view and they are 
categorically denied by the statement in Shruti 
that it is expression of Natute with no purpose 
behind it. | 


Again God is said to possess some purpose 
for his activity; for authorship and purposiveness 
are intimately ussociated. One who is the doer 
or. author must have some purpose. 


This concomitance of doership and purpost- 
veness (like smoke and fire) is subjected to close 
scrutiay- Now -plirposiveness is further analysed 
into three alternatives. 1) One’s-own purpose or 
2) Other’s purpose or 3} Purpose common to 
botb. In the first alternative the concomitance 
is violated. For men of mercy, are. moved to 
do something for others: Hence even without self 
purpose doerShip is found. Now in the question 
of imposition, there must be concomitance 
between the imposer and the imposed. Here. the 
activity of the merciful, imposes self purposive- 
DEBA. “This is proved false in the very instance 
of the merciful. if adversly ‘concluded (He is not. 
self purposive; so let him not be active) the 
absence of self purposiveness is not concomitant 
with: absence of self purposiveness. This is. 
proved in this very instance. 
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‘Tf it is objected that the merciful have no self 
purposiveness as far as life in this world is conc—- 
erned; yet some Punys acornes to them for their 
meritorious deeds. Then the exampies of beasts 
are cited to show that -beasts are engaged in the 
activities of feeding their young ones instinotively- 


- Now in the second alternative, certain volun~ 
tary aotivities of limbs are found with persons 
engaged tn their own activities, and they have 
no purpose of others to serve. | 


‘Thus observed Brahman also, is engaged in 
creation, not for his selfish interest, but for the: 
good of those who depend upon him. 


l Therefore the third alternative also is not 
sound. For i in the activities of the merciful and 
the foolish this rule is violated. 


As Brahman is one who has all desires falfilled, 
he has no selfish purpose behind his consmic 
activities. Raghavendra has formed a concomitant 
tule, like this. God is not engaged in activities 
inspired by some motive or purpose. For all his 
purposes are fulfilled) He who has his purposes 
whioh are to be achieved by his activities, fulfilled, 
will not be engaged in those activities, for that’ 
purpose, which can be achieved by those efforts. . 
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Those who are well-versed in consmology 
are of opinion that “Creation by God ‘depends 
entirely on his:sweet will or desire.”’ 


Here some show their unwillingness to accept 
this theory of consmology.. Of the three functions 
of mind anfa, sofa and wit coguition, Emotion 
and volition, “only cognition or intellect is enough 
for the creation of the world: For cognition: alone 
“ia the uninterrupted, flow of creative action in: the 
case of God. This objector denies both emotional 
activity and volitional activity ia God, But others 
are there who accept ‘both cognition and: volition 
but reject emotion of God in.oreation- His.cont- 
ention is, what we call doership is nothing but 
effort which is settled to be the meaning of. the 
termination (of the verb. arma). The grammari- 
ans also have. declared that ‘the. terminationa (fag) 
coming after the root mean wtaat whioh i is nothing 
but | MaA OF effort.. (=: eifrawaa asia: )- 


Now this effort requires intellëct (cognition) 
for two purposes: For its production and. for the 
affiliation of object. That which. ia the object, of 
knowledge or cognition should be the object of 
volition or. effort. That is -how the object is 
affiliated to effort. 
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Like God, his effort also is eternal and hence 
mix does not need cognition for production. But 
as shown above for the affiliation of object. to 
effort, cognition is required- For there vannot be 
~ apy effort without its object- Nor the effort has 
& tendency of natural association with its object. 
. Then volition or effort would be of the nature of 
cognition. (Which is naturally associated with 
its object). Hence as all activities of God can be 
< explained on the basis of cognition and volition 
there’ need be no emotion ‘in between: Emotion 
‘ @annot. bring about. affiliation of object to effort, 
- For Emotion of itself is not associated with its 
object. Thus those who reject emotion’ as a 
: Constituent of the cause of oreation, explain the 
“Shrutisereqat ae condemning gest the whole of it.. 
. To this the rejoinder is that it is a well 
“established fact that God uses the. faculty of 
-feeling or desire in oreation- For it is warranted 
by very strong evidences. ` Now the objection 
. against. Divine desire ‘is. raised. by apostles of 
Modification, Illusion and such other tenets, In 
opposition to these the Sidhanti propogates his 
“tenet that it is the divine will or desire that ia the 
eause of creation. 

- Those who are well versed in oosmgony have 
come to the conclusion that it is the desire of 
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“God which is the cause of creation, Credtion is 

not modification of Brahman, nor is it the wrong 
‘appearance of Brahman (as its locus) as world, 
Nor'again Time and such others have created 
this: worid: 

“World is only the happy resolution of God, 
Resolution is creation means it is dependent on 
His resolution. Shruti. announces that God’s 
desire: is redundant in “creation which oan be 

worked out by God by his cognition and volition 
or -effort. 

Besides inferences ‘also-offer us many syllogi- 

“Bms to prove the existence of ‘desire in’ “God: 
‘Every conscious | ‘being is endowed with desire, 
“being a soul. Ta the same manner we oan infer 
desire in God by ‘the existence of ’ ‘knowledge and 
effort’ in him. If on the: analogy of ordinary 
“beings, desire is inferred in God, misery also oan 
“be inferred ?`But there are evidences to prove 
that God is not miserable and hence we reject thay, 
inference which proves misery in God as unreliable 
and invalid. In the same mauner there is 
“opposition of ‘evidences when desire is rejected 
io God. Had God been bereft of desire all 
Vedas would not have God as their main import. 

Again to ascertain the existence of desire on 

jis pragmatic utility is puttiog the cart before the 
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_ horse: When a certain thing is proved to exist 
by other evidences we need not wait for its use 
to prove its existence. 
., Tf every thing i is to be accepted depending 
on its use then even intellect might be denied 
existence. For God gan very well be said to have 
oreated the world by innate power. But this is 
„not found true in life, the objector might plead. 
Then it may well be argued, that we do not find 
aD. indifferent (desireless) intellegent man undor- 
taking any work. Nor is it just to accept 
„knowledge (intelleot). for the: affiliation to the 
object. For desire also can seek affiliation of its 
object, as does knowledge. Then again it is no 
use saying that intellect and desire will have. to 
be accepted as identical. Intellect, if to be 
different from desire, ‘is found so on account.; of 
its nature (afaa). If some thing gets related 
‘with its object through some medium, and if 
this faot becomes the creation of its distinction 
from. other objects, then there will be no distinct- 
ion. between desire and effort as both seek their 
objects through another medium. But really there 
_is difference between the two, because of their 
intrinsic natures. (seat and gatia). 
_ Again another counter argument’ was. flung 
in the face of the opposer- That was : “ if God is 
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not endowed: with desire let him not be the 
import of all the Vedas: But this is not based 
on sound concomitance. 5 o 

This objection is not sound. For the main 
intention of Shruti is to provide for the release. 
of the bound. Release. is the result of the grace 
of Bhagavan. ' Grace can be had at- his sweet .- 
will. This provides a ‘sound concomitance of , 
Desire and import of the shruti. There are’ also 
express Shruties which state the existence of 
desire. If such desire is not there; how’ oan he be 
the main import of shruti? 


Therefore. it is, quite. essential to accept the 
theory that God is endowed with desire as stated 
above. tus if God has no'desire then he will not 7 
be a means of our release.. He,who is no means l 
to Moksha cannot be the topic of Moksha-Shastra.- 
Thus.Shruties have no purpose. of Moksha and: 
have no subject-matter for treatment... Shruties 
that are accepted as valid evidences shall have : 
to be discarded as invalid. 

‘Here arises a question of Epistemology. A` 
treatise without a topic may really be treated as 
unreliable instrument of knowledge. But how” 
can such a treatise be invalid onthe ground: of 
‘absence of purpose t 
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_* No doubt validity in general is not. concomi- 
tant with possession of purpose, or purposiveness- « 
But validity of a sentence (a particular type of it). 
is bound with. purposiveness For a ‘sentence is 
meaningful when it has words connoting meaning’ 
And in order to prove the validity of the topio 
of the sentence, Purposiveness ia essential. 
Therefore when we deny ‘purposiveness which is 
more pervasive, we shall have to deny the 
validity of the sentence which is less pervasive. 


Raghavendra adda a useful note to this. 
Purposiveness is that which states a purposeful 
meaning. For it is ssid that of means that 
determine the import of a sentence purposiveness 
is one, (gvediadgiaraegdat aa) aiad 
Tad avada ). os 


Now take a sentence which apparently states 
thoidentity of Brahma and the soul. We must 
find out. whether sentence purports to ‘state ` 
identity or wealth of attributes of Braman. =: We 
know if before a king a man says that he iaa 
king, he is punished. But if he praises the king 
mentioning his merits, the king. bestows upon 
him rich gifts. Thus “ the sentences which 
determine the. rich attributes of Brahman, are. 
valid”. (This is stated in agamarvatfanee) 
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Tn adnata adhag: a sentence like aad: {tataa 
states apparently the fruitless birth of ‘the ‘Lord. 


So this meaning is rejected; and the meaning E 
of a fruitful birth of Vayu is accepted i in its Place.” 


dasaaga a anaa anik aiaa. 


God bas created thia world with beings Having ` 
different bodies, sevses and thair objects; ‘and: 
pleasures and pains. In this creation of variety E 
does God depend upon the Good deeds and bad 
deeds of the beings or ‘the does not ? In both the ` 
osses, he is not free from blame. And hence he 
cannot claim to be an all creator. If God, 
oreates veriety depending, upon the objective — 
merit God is not independent. If on the’ other 
hand he oreates of his own accord then there is“ 
favouritism and cruelty accruing to God. 


_ This is the opposer's: view: In the former: 
Adhbikarana opposition: of. Reasoning which was. 
‘pointed out against. the result in ‘the form of. 
purposiveness; is now being. nullified. Hence.. 
this Adhikarana . is-connected - with the preyious r 
one sequentially. 


— The alternative of dependence on the good, 
and bad'deeds is accepted; and then’ the conse~” 
quential defects are shown to be hollow. © 
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_ aiaiai: 

On the analogy. of ordinary souls having 
imperfect qualities, and having defects, evem the- 
supreme soul Purushottama is suspected of being 
imperfect in his qualities and of entertaining 
certain defeots, on’a smaller or larger scale. This 
is the opposer’s view. This is the topic of thig 
Adhikarana. This shows how this Adhikarana 
fits.in with the present. Pada, Shri Raghavendra 
explains what is meant by ‘on a smaller or larger 
scale’, in. reference to the topic of this 
Adhikarana. 

_“The Supreme Chetana is not endowed with... 
all perfect qualities;. because he is a conscious . 
being. like the ordinary soul. He has no. inm- 
unity from defects; because he is a eonscious 
being like a soul”. This is an argument on a 
smaller scale or proportion. “God does not know 
fully well all things’ in this world; has no perfect 
bliss and perfect: strength; has no perfect 
immunity from weariness and fatigue; no perfect 
immunity from misery. For he is a conscious 
being like an ordinary soul”. This is an argument 
on a larger scale, 

This objection. is critically sorutinised ‘in 
this Adhikarana. Acharya has not made this point 
clear in-his Bhashya: Because there merely a 
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Shruti is citet ás suggested ‘by the word = in the 
Sutra. No inference or reasoning is adduced. 
Sutra suggests. by the ‘word sag; that a reason- 
ing must be adduced. 


Now Shidhanti in a preamable offers an 
explanation , to show .the hollowness of the 
opposer’s, reasoning. For a thing is not obtained _ 
due to lack of ‘liberty; or ‘Jack of earnest desire’ 
In the same manner aman does not give up a 
thing because he. is. not free to. do. SO; or has no.. 
desire to give it. up. 


We.know that God has complete liberty in all 
things, and being wise has earnestness to express 
joy and to be conscious of being free.from defects. 
Hence it is concluded that he is perfect with 
attributes of unlimited joy and others and has 
‘immaculate immunity from. sullying blemishes. . 

These very thoughts when expressed in 
formal syllogisms oarry the full weight of reason- 
ing and also convince the hollowness of others’ 
counter arguments. 

THus Ens First Papa OF THE SECOND ADBYAYA 

Now the second Pada of second Adbyaya 
begins. In this Pada other systems of philoso- 
phies like sankhya.and Vaisheshika are critically 
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reviewed. For they adversly affect the conclusion ~ 
arrived at in the first Adhyaya that, all Shruties 
_in the highest primary sense connote Vishnu to 
be Brahman of the sutras,as he is the agent cause 
of creation, being perfect with all attributes and 
completely dissociated from all impurity. So the 
adverse oriticism of the Vedantic view is taken 
for close scrutiny in the Sscond.Pada, in- order 
to reestablish the infallibility of the sources;called 
forth in the first Adhyaya to conclude Brahman 
to be the undisputed import of all Shruties. 


Others give the context in a different manner- 
An establishment of one’s view is made by one’s 
own argument in favour of one’s view and 
contradicting others’ views: In the first Adhyaya 
one’s own argument in favour of one’s own view _ 
is given. Counter arguments against it are 
nullified iv the first Pada of the second Adhyaya- 
Here one’s own view is established and then 
other’s views are surveyed in the Second: Pada 
for refutation.. Now contextual reference is not 
reasonable. The-refutation is nothing. more than 
disproving the validity of their sources which 
were Smriti and others and. have been fully 
refuted in the first Pada. So in that respect 
there is nothing to be done in the second Pada. 
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shown out- of tune with the one thought that i8 
Tunning from beginning to the end. 


Then Acharya slowly treads the ground and 
wins it inch by inch as it is keenly contested. He 
traces opposition from four sources. 1) Smriti 
2} Inference 3) Inferences helped. by Shruties 
4) multifarious inferences. 


But all these singly or jointly cannot dislodge 
what has been established in the first Adhyaya, 
by deriving the meaning of all Shruties by higher 
primary reference, that Brahman is the Chief 
import of all. Shruties. Yet the ignorant are 
easily susceptible to doubts and are carried away 
by the arguments of Sankhya and others. Hence 
they doubt. . 


This sort of- Susceptibility. in. aspirants 
should not: be: encouraged. For Shruties have. solid 
validity and therefore they should not be doubted. 
But even then itis pleaded that there ia scope 
for doubt... For there is scope to doubt the. 
decision only when. the sources of decisions are 
susceptible of faults. - ‘But the §hruties. are. 
eternal and henee they cannot be doubted. Then. 
the systems like sankhya: and. Vaisheshikas -also . 
are eternal (aas sramaa: anaa saga). If 
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shruties are essentially eternal, the systems are 


continuously eternal as they have suffered breach 


in the middle. Still continuity is thers though 
broken now-and then: Hence when supported 
by plausible arguments. the systems dislodge 
the decisions of the ignorant and sway them to 
the other side. Hence the-doubt of the opposer 
becomes worth consideration. Now Vedavyasa 
in his Brahmasutras shows that these systems 
like Sankhya and others are founded on erroneous: 
knowledge and hence they are baseless. | 


These tenente are not only based „upon 
misconception and misunderstanding, but also 
there is positive misrepresentation with a motive 
of deceiving others. Hence it is incumbant upon 
the Sutrakara to expose the faults and foul game. 
This was ‘done before in the first pada briefly.Here 
he undertakes todo it elaborately. So:this Second 
Pada is an elaborate exposition of the first Pada. 
Enlightning the ignorant is of course a very 
noble purpose. Against those who believe in 
vedas and: yet differ from Vedanta School, are 
used sound. arguments whioh invalidate. the 
opposite arguments and not yet assailed by them 
together with statements from vedas. In some 
places the'sutrakara- forces his opponents (if they 
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do not accept the validity of the vedas) to accept 
the validity of the vedas... 


Still their ill concieved systems have been 
continued since long; because men of unclouded 
thinking are few; thè mass is ill-informed; the 
ruling class is fully. under the influence of infatu- 
ation and through imperfeot. guidance they. are 
steeped in erroneous knowledge; and a sort of 
hatred is ‘nourished. againet highest Reality and 
often against those who know it. Besides there 
is the continuous How of mental im pressions and 
devilish mentality rules:supreme- Chiefly prejudice 
_ strongly possesses man. . 

Yet Vedavyasa with hope that’pure reasoning ` 
backed up by well established. rules of conco= 
mitance. and founded on Vedic texts would 
disillusion the pious elite, under took this heavy 
task of disproving the arguments used by the 
‘different systems. 


Some are eligible for Mukti and some are 
not. Vedavyasa’s aim is to help the pious eligible 
and not the impious who are incorrigible. “The 
eligible by nature are pure and pious. -Therefore 
‘the knowledge of ‘Reality which isthe mental . 
modification just now achieved,’ being-strength—. 
ened by the essential knowledge, dispels extraneous: g 
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nesoience, though beginningless, and’ deep rooted 
with the mental impression; and exterminates it. 
For nature proves stronger than all other extra- 
neous forces. The inner nature becomes effective 
only when outside forces j join it. Of course these 
must be aided by divine grace which provides 
holy. knowledge born of sacred Shastras-all these 
embeded in pure self, shake the firmly rooted 
nescience in mental i impressions and exterminate 
it. Therefore the refutation ` of these systems 
have @ purpose to serve. 


‘Now ‘begins the refutation of the systema 
First the Sankhya system which has discarded. 
God and accepted only two entities one sentient 
and another insentient, is taken for ‘consideration. 
One is called Jeeva and another is Jada, . 


Sankhya enumerates four varieties viz. 1) 
“Prakriti primordial matter which ia cause only 
2) While the other is only effect. 3) While the 
other stillis both cause and effect. 4) While 
other still is neither cause nor.effect. Of these the 
- first is Primordial matter which is nothing but 
sattva, Rajas and Tamas all in perfectequilibrium. 
These three remain in their natural unmixed 
unsubordinated state. This is called Prakriti 
because it is the material cause undergoing modi- 
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it is the effect. It never becomes material cause 
for another effect. 


At the time of creation the three Gunas as 
they are.called, suffer disturbance. One that is 
powerful dominates over the weak. Then there 
is stir and they tend to Change into effects like 
_ Mabat and others. Thus continues a series of 
“produced and at the same time producing. some 
effdot-From Prakriti comes out Mahat which on its 
part produces Ahankara, which again produces. 
long series of effects, till the five elements are 
produced. These are. sixteen: whioh along with 
five elements and the first three: become twenty 
four. Includidg Purusha the catagories amount 
to twenty five. = 


“The Earth produces again cows and pots and 
trees; they again produce milk, seeds and other 
things- But there are not counted as different or 
additional entities or categories, For both earth 
‘and seeds are equally gross substances and are 
perceived by the same senses. And hence seeds 
are earth itself and milk is not different from cow 
and that again is the same as the earth. But as 
gross and subtle and perception by senses and 
_ non-perception-such distinctions are to be found. 
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between the twenty five categories they are 
counted as separate or-distinct- 


Now the sentient Purushas and insentient 
things are considered as innumerable. The 
Sankbya adduces many reasons for the Purushas 
being many. 


Sankhya accepts the insentient as the inde- 
‘pendent oause of creation. God is not accepted 
as the cause of creation. For Sentient being is 
deduced to be existing because the insentient 
‘creation is for some body else to enjoy. So 
Purush is accepted to justify the creation of in- 
sentient things. This other being is Chetana or 
sentient Purush. In the same manner pleasure 
and pain require some substratum and that 
substratum is Chetana Purusha. For pleasure 
‘requires one to enjoy and that one is ohetana. 
Thus he adduces many more reasons. for the 
existence of chetana, 


But sanknyas. are not unanimous in their 
view about chetana or Purusha. For some say 
that this chetana is.aot accepted as doer. Now 
doer is one who participates in kriya; this kriya 
means, 1) Vibration 2) Effortor 3) Modi- 
fication. As chetana is all pervasive he cannot 
vibrate. 2) chetana. has no effort;. because that 
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is the quality of ad:szn. 3) Nor does he under- 
go modification; for he is free from modification- 


Some others attribute the quality of enjoyer- 
ship to the conscious soul while atill others reject 
it. Though he is nota doer yet he can be an 
enjoyer because his nature is susceptible to pain 
and pleasure. 


He is known to experience joy and grief. But 
it is argued that.this soul cannot be an experi- 
encer- Only in common talk he is said to be so: 
This common talk is of the ignorant mass who 
cannot distinguish matter from soul. 


Now all this lengthy treatment and exposition 
of the Sankhyas is critically sorutinised. Sutrakara 
does not follow. the order of the Sankhyas. He at 
once takes up taat (or independent creation) and 
shows that it cannot be explained if chetana isnot 
participating in that activity. After thus refuting 
the Sankbya contention the sutrakara places his 
own view about orvation in the sutra Treas. 


The Bhashya has a different order to follow. 
He contends that the validity of the instrument 
of knowledge or evidences called forth for proof» 
isan important part of metaphysics and hencé 
preference is given to exposition of those sources 
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of knowledge. Thus when one’s view is proved, 
then to strengthen it other's views are refuted. 
The order here is thus reversed. 


So it is told that because God is not accepted 
as a reality both the contentions of Purush being 
the enjoyer and not being the enjoyer are not 
reasonable: For it is found that the production 
of cloth is according to the desire of the chetana- 
Hence the creation of Mahat and others,. being 
‘productions must be after the desire of Purusha. 


For the knowledge of the Production of 
Mahat and others we need not depend upon the 
Shastra of Sankhya nor upon his arguments. 
Shruti is there which stands an unfailing guide 
to enlighten us on the production of Mahat and 
other things that are beyond five senses. 


But desire is only a quality of Anathkarana 
and not the quality of chetana who does not 
undergo any change- Thus contends the sankhya. 


The Sidhanti will prove that desire is one 
of the attributes of Purana himself. Here the 
Sidhanti argues that the production of Mahat 
and others are subject to the wish of the soul; 
for it is production like that of a piece of oloth. 
On this point a long discussion goes on. 
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Thus having proved that In the creation’ of 
Mahat and others, there is the need of the wish of 
Purusha or Chetana just as in the weaving of 
cloth there ia the need of the weaver. And now 
in order to tackle the theory of the opponent» 
the sutrakara begins TANJITÀ: MARTAN. 


The Sankhya cannot cite any evidences to 
prove Pradhana to be the independent cause of 
creation. While the protagonists of Brahman 
can cite authoriess Vedas and composed smrities 
and Itihasas and i iferences also. The Sankhyas 
at the most can quote their apostles of sankhysa 
system. But they are not reliable because they 
argue against a mountain of evidences of all 
varieties especially the Vedas. Another thing to 
be noted is that there are two Kapilas one ia 
the theist who preached Sankhys lessons about 
God to Brahma and others, in accordance with 
Vedio tenets. But there is another Kapila who 
set at naught all the Vedic tenets and preached 
atheistic Sankhya system, fully based on illogioa] - 
and half-baked arguments. Hence we cannot 
rely upon the doctrines of the Sankhys. Besides 
his system is full of self-contradictions and 
inconsistencies. Such rank self—-contradictions 
do not build any coherent systems. The Sankhya 
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belongs to the same olass of thinkers as the 
Advaitins who have the privilege of contradioting 
‘their own statements with immunity. 

But knowledge cognises either a thing as it 
is; or a thing as it isnot. There cannot be any 
third kind of knowledge. Ifa third kind of 
knowledge is recognised it will be subjectleas 
knowledge like an fron bar, which does not 
cognise any subject. 

But Sankhya objects to this argument thus, 
The instrument of knowledge endowed with merit, 
which prevents invalidity to be produced,produces 
valid knowledge, while beset with demerit which 
prevents validity being produced creates invalid 
knowledge. No instrument produces both kinds 
of knowledge or neither kind of knowledge, 
simultaneously. Hence such absurd position 
cannot be imposed upon them. 

To this the Sidhanti counter-argues that 
when both kinds of knowledge are not accepted 
for fear of self contradiction why one should be 
ready to accept it in the oase of ifstruments ? 
` But some extrinsic factor may aid an instrument 
to produce both kinds of gnowledge. For the 
seed of a Bamboo produces both a bamboo sprout 
or a plantain sprout. The eye perceives an object 
as well as it recognises it. The same eye gives 
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us good knowledge as well as illusory knowledge. 
So an instrument oan produce contradictory 
effects. 


To this the Sidhsnti says that an instrument 
cannot produce with its intrinsio nature 
contradictory things. Only with extraneous aid 
can it produce things of opposite nature. It 
“cannot have inherent nature producing contra~ 
dictory things. 

Again even if aided instruments are agreed 
to produce things of conflicting nature, then 
validity will be dependent and not self dependent 
as already agreed. 


The Sankhya concedes that perception may 
not be an evidence for the Prakriti to be the 
cause of the world. Let not Agama also be a 
proof for it. But inference is there to prove that 
Prakriti is the cause of the world. 


The manifold forms have their root cause 
in the unmanifest (Prakriti) because there is the 
difference of cause and effect and also there is 
unity of them. The Tortoise, whose limbs 
are diffent from its body and yet enter into it 
and become unmanifest. In the same manner 
from the lump of earth pots and pans, when 
created, get themselves distinguished and going 


294 


baok, the earth gets different from its subtle parts 
which again are distinguished from Abhankara. 
This Ahankara is differentiated from Mahat which 
comes out from the original Avyakta or unmanifest, 
Thus this unmanifest through a long process of 
evolution becomes the cause of manifold manifest 
forms of the world, which ultimately get them 
selves dissolved in the original Avyakta.The effect, 
existent in the cause,gets itself distinguished from 
it and again gets dissolved in ite Hach cause 
possesses some characteristic capacity which 
produces the effect. This capacity is in the cause 
itself, and is nothing but the unmanifest effect. 
Yet the effect is different. from cause. For the 
effects are limited in extent; and they produce 
pleasure and pain. Hence pleasure and pain 
must have sattva, Rajas and Tamas in the stata 
of equilibriam as their Avyakta or cause. 


All these when reduced to formal syllogisms 
proves the nature of Avyakta or unmanifest: 
Yet it is proved as the origina) cause of the rich 
variety of creation. . B 


Now all this fusa.of inferences proves nothing 
new. For Pradhana is proved to be the material 
causs of the world whioh we have already 
accepted (areant). 
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If on the other hand you prove Pradhana to 
be the independent cause of creation the Sutrakara 
refutes it thus :— 


TAUIA: AMAT. 


Sankhya adduces the inference that the 
effects like Mahat and others depend upon 
insentient thing like the accepted Pradhana. But 
this inference is refuted by the Counter inference 
like; this world is not dependent on the insentient 
because itis a thing. Pradhana is an instance* 
When thus counter attacked no inference can 
prove Pradhana to be independent cause of 
the world. 

Thus as there is opposition from inference as 
regards independent activity (<aat) it is not 
warranted by reason (#7q9@)- Hence inference 
is not a valid proof in that respect. To attribute 
iodependent sctivity to an insentient thing is 
rank self-contradiotion. «Therefore let Pradhana 
be ingsentient yet it may be independently active’. 
This sort of logical arrogance lands one into self 
contradiotion whioh is the most heinous crime. 
before the bar of reasoning. For freedom in 
activity is the operation of unimpeded will. 


Raghavendra here eaters into grammar to 
offer corrobrotion. Panini dsfines Kartritva as 
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aia: wat. But in sentences like qufavsft a tree 
being insentient has no freedom: Therefore the 
Kartritva of the tree is not real but formal. But 
in Tarka Tandava inthe sentence winsfa the 
use of Ratha as subject in the sentence is 
considered as real and not formal. Seemingly 
Vyasaraja goes against Sudha. But really here 
Karta is not Swatantra but only active. There 
is activity in the Ratha. Hence it is real and 
not formal. So there is no contradiction between 
Sudha and Tarka Tandava of Vyasaraja. Ragh- 
avendra thus reconciles these two. 


Now the Sankhyavadi contends that the 
Pradhana has no Chaitanya. But he has desire 
which is the cause of independent activity. This 
is not sound reasoning. For it is ata that creates 
yest. (The series is amfa, then geafa at laat 
eùfa-) Hence where there is desire or wish, it is 
socompanied with Jnana or consciousness which 
is chetana. Admitting the effect you cannot deny 
the cause. For we find both positive and negative 
concomitance between desire and consciousness 
in the same soul with the same subject, both of 
which are related as cause and effect. Thus when 
you entertain desire in the insentient you shall 
have to oall it sentient. To call insentient sentient 
is absurdity par excellence, 
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Again one’s own experience goes against such 
a supposition. ‘I desire’. Thus desire is entertained 
by a Chetana and not achetana» This is the 


experience of Sakshi and hence you cannot 
doubt it» 


The opponent contends that there is no such 


“experience as ‘I desire’; This is only ‘‘loose sally 


A 


of speech”. This is due to ignorance which is not 
able to cognise differsnoe between Atma which. 
undergoes modification and Antahkarana which 
undergoes no modification. Desire whioh is modi- 
fication is the attribute of Anathkarana. As these 
two are closely associated, it is not possible for an 
ignorant layman to distinguish desire as attribute 
of Autahkarana and not of Atma. Antehkarana 
is insentient and is still called as if it were 
sentient. This Antahkarana has a sort of formal 
kartrutva and one wrongly attributes it to soul 
which is indifferent to it and does not possess it- 


This contention of the Sankhya School is 
preposterous. For the experience ‘I desire’ is 
cause of such a talk in the public.And this experi- 
ence is the self-luminous experience of Sakshi 
which is infallible and uncontradictable- Denying 
such self evident experience runs counter to the 
Sakshi’s. experience about this experience. “For 
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this talk of the soul with this desire is the product 
of such experience or knowledge. 


Another contention of Sankhya School as 
already noticed is that, desire or wish, though 
belonging to Antahkarana,is talked as belonging to 
Atma is due to ignorance of the difference between 
the two- But this talk ia not due to noncognisance 
of difference. Otherwise Pot and Pan do not 
recognise each other’s difference. So let pot say 
that it is flat and round (like pan) and let pan 
say that it is round like a ball with a month up 
words (like. pot)... | 


If it is argued that mere non-cognisance of 
difference is not the cause of This sort of verbal 
usage; but non-cognisance of difference along 
“with cognisance of one’s own nature is the cause 
of this usage of words. Pots and Pans being 
insentient are deprived of self consciousness or 
awareness. Therefore no such absurdity accrue® 
to the Sankhya. 


If so a point must be cleared here.. Is ‘this 
sort of conditioned non~cognizance (as stated 
above) attributed tothe soul or Antahkarana ? 
This is not an attribute of Antahkarana because 
it is material and hence insentient and has no 
self-awareness; If Antahkarana claims it then 
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why should not Pot and pan claim it ? Then the 
verbal usage also is possible. 


But there is Super-imposition of conscious- 
ness on Antabkarana. But a pot or a pan does 
not claim this. But what is the reason that 
creates such a distinction between Antahkarana 
and a Pot and Pan? It cannot be merely the 
juxtaposition of the soul to Antahkarana which 
allows this preferential treatment to it. For 
this soul being all pervasive has contact with all 
pots and pans. 


It is argued that not mere physical. contact 
but also the sense of beneficence that is required 
for the superimposition of Atma or soul on 
Antahkarana; Such specified contact is there 
between Atma and Antahkaraua. For it is said 
that the contact of these two is mutually bene- 
ficent like the contact of lame and a blindman. 


If this be so even the Pot has been found to 
be beneficial to man. Now the other alternative 
is that the non-cognizance belongs to Atman. 
Then the verbal usage also is with reference to 
soul or Antahkarana. The soul remaining un- 
modified to the last cannot enter into this activity 
of verbal usage. But if this suits him then why 
should he not entertain desire or wish? In the 
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second alternative non cognisance of difference 
belongs to another, to one (Atma) while verbal 
usage belongs to another (Antahkarana). If this 
is so even a pot may aspire to participate in it. 


This goes on till the theory of Sankhya is 
sacked and searched threadbare. In the course of 
argumentation the topic of mind and its cognition 
arise. In that context it is said mind is cognised 
by Sakshi. For mind has no tangible form and 
the senses cannot perceive it- When all the senses 
have ceased to function,the mind is still function- 
ing. Nor reasoning can infer it; For the accesso” 
ties of reasoning are not to be found with mind 
(like the sign invariably to be found with mind), 


In this context the Naiyayikas . offer an 
inference to prove the existence of mind; as an 
intermidiary betwsen self and the senses- to 
regulate the conveyance of sensations to the self. 


Their argument is ingenious and worth 
knowing. ‘Non-—Production of simultaneous 
perceptions’ is the reason which proves the 
existence of an intermediary regulating agenoy 
which is Mind. The senses, contacting their 
different objects, being in touch with self, and 
pending their simn|taneous sensations, is not able 
to produce simultaneous perceptions. From this 
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we know that these sensations are properly 
regulated and get contact with the mind ong 
by one and produce perceptions one by one thus 
mind’s existence is proved by inference. 


Some one here objects to this sort of reason- 
ing; because it is faulty. For by attributing such 
regulating power to the self who controls the 
sensations and turns them into perceptions one 
after another you have no necessity of 
admitting a new entity in between the senses 
and self. 


But such guess work leads us no where. We 
must base our system on sound experience even 
a rustic on the road knows that be has a mind. 
He does not make uss of Logical and psychological 
subtleties to prove his own mind even when the 
ignorant man does not know that simultaneously 
many cognitions are prodaced, On the otherhand 
he knows that many congitions ate produced 
simultaneously. | 


If you think that they have no knowledge of 
many cognitions produced atone and the same 
time, then they will think that it is futile to infer 
successional operation from some other thing thou- 
gh they know it in the eating of a long thing called 
Shaskuli, that cognitions arise in series one after 
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gradually because it is a long piece gives them 
the direct perceptions coming one after another- 
Yet according to your contention this series of 
gradual perceptions ough’ to have been inferred. 


‘But at the birth of direct knowledge no one goes 
in, for inference of the same thing. 


Then another inference is chosen to prove 
the existence of Mind. Knowledge, pleasure and 
pain are born of the contact of self and mind. 
If contact is to be proved two things are necessary 
and hence (self is existing) mind must be supposed 
to exist if their contact is essential to prove the 
birth of pleasure and pain- 

This inference proves only the contact of 
senses with self without proving the existence 
of mind. 


Then on the strength of a statement of 
Shruti gst or desire is proved to be the form of 
mind or Antahkarana, we cannot brush aside the. 
statement of Shruti. Hence ‘desire’ which natu- 
rally belongs to mind is supposed to belong to 
self on acoount of non-cognition of difference 
(between mind-and self ). 

But this objection is explained away by 
stating that mind_ also entertains ‘desire’ and 
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self also entertains ‘desire’. Hence there need 
not be non-cognition of difference between mind 
and self, for the appearence of ‘desire’ in self 
or Atma. Therefore no Wa wag is necessary. 


There is no opposition from shruti. Thus 
Atma has his own desire. So being chetana he 
can freely enter into activity at his own sweet 
will. But Pradhana being Achetana or insentient 
cannot enter into free activity which belongs 
only to ohetana. Hence Pradhana cannot be the 
independent cause of creation. 


Now desire was argued to be of two kinds. 
Lower type of desire belongs to mind or 
Antahkarana- Higher type of desire belongs to 
Atma It is the higher type of desire that is 
involved in creation. Hence independent desire 
which was the cause of oreation belongs to Atma 
and not to Pradhana. Therefore Pradhana cannot 
be the independent cause of creation: 


aqai isa part of the sutra and it is now 
interpreted differently. Here amma means 
‘Propogated by a man whose omnisoience is 
proved by an inference’ or a statement, made 
by Sankhyacharya who uses mainly inferences 
whose validity is proved by inference. All 
this means ‘Pradhans known from the statement 
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meaning ‘Pradhana proved by Anumana’. 


Now this Pradhana is not the independent 
cause of creation; because itisinsentient and hence 
it cannot consistently be independently active, 
Therefore it cannot be the agent cause of creation, 


Independent agenoy was defined as aotivity 
at one’s own desire and then because such desire 
cannot be attributed to insentient Pradhana, it 
cannot be the independent agent oause of- 
creation. But independent agenoy only means 
the state of not being actuated by any one else. 
Pradhana in its evolution of creation needs no 
other agent. Henee all the objections so long 
raised shall have to be withdrawn. ` 


The opposer though vanquished has still some 
more arrows in his quiver. He will not stop till 
all those are exhausted. He begins his tirade of 
arguments. Mahat and other works constitute 
this world and they must have some original cause 
because they have extension and other things. 
Hence it was surmised that Pradhan waa the 
original cause, It need not have another cause 
to produce it. For it will be an endless bussiness. 
Hence it must be accepted as uncaused cause. Its 
freedom means ‘Not having any one else a 
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hélping. hand ‘fn this huge ' work’. ‘and not ‘not 
following one’s own will’, Its: absence of helping 
hands is proved; ‘because there are no evidences 
to prove their oxisténce. 


If it is ‘objected | that insentient things have 
no first movement of their own; then in nature 
there is milk which pours out of ita own acoord 80 
that the calf might got nourishment. Rain. pours out 
from the sky: and. feeds different fruits in different. 
ways (coconut;and: others)-River water flows down. 
Grass grazed ‘turns into. milk. Magnet attracts i iron. 


“Those who 'postilate Brahman ‘to, de the 
oauise of the ‘world, do not. accept this. Henog 
Pradhana i is the prime cause. of creation. 


o To this objestion sutrakara replies :; 
l adianta. 
Milk and water and many such other inseuti- 


ent” “things” cannot be instances to prove. that. 
Pradhana ï is the ` cause of the world. consisting of 
sentient’ end insonticnt things; and they cannot ; 
be instatice! -to show’ “thè violation of our, rule. 
thie chetavia alone oan be one fit to. enter into 
a6 tivity according to his will, For there is a 
Shruti’ ‘which atates that. Paramatma is one, who 
actuates the world consisting: of sentient and. 
ingentient ‘entities, into activity. 
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Now in the instanoes like water, milk, and- 
magnet given by the opposer the in-d welling 
actuator is God and mone else. . Shruti says 
Caer AT RATIMA. galdra fagat farsa- Hence the 
statement that Pradhana needs no one else in its 
cosmic activity is also disproved. 


Now Acharya in his explanatory verse says 
qufsaifa acaat 1 There is aft which isnot found in 
the Sutra qadardan. But this is not an 
unauthorised addition to the Sutra.. For afa is used 
to explain the coming sutras like eafateritecana. 
Then the sutra itself should be worded like 
aiina, Had it been so no next sutra would 
have been necessary. So this is not an happy. 
explanation. Henos Jayateertha gives another. 
The word mfè is‘added as an explanatory note 
to the sutra qilaaaerarta. 


Acharya in ‘his explanation adda @ to what 


has been used in the sutra. Grammar allows us 


to use wt to combine even words not used. So the 
opposer had used many reasons to prove that 
Pradhana was the ‘sole | cause of oreation, . AN 
those are taken here for critical survey: One of 
these’ reasons is afna which suffers violation 
(afai). For Prakriti is the state of equilibrium . 
of Sattva Rajas and’ ‘Tamas. Here there is. the. 
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reason Parimana but Sadhya that it is the work 
of, Avyakta is not- there. -For Prakriti is no 
other than Avyakta. , 


‘There need not be any objection for the thing 
. limited in extension to be Avyakta,or the original 
cause. For only limited in extennt alone can be 
the cause- Threads are cause of cloth. Besides 
a thing of unlimited extent, oannot be the cause. 
For if the whole.of.it is turned into one effect, 
then the. other effect will have no cause at all. 
And an unlimited cause produces: an unlimited 
effeot. The cause cannot operate in part. For 
an unlimited thing. is partless_ and cannot act 
in part. 


But ih Sidhanta the original: Prakriti is un- 
limited in extent, ‘The three Gunas:are limited in 
extent and:they-are the first effect: The operation 
of ‘the unlimited: Prakritiis controlled by ‘God in 
hig. extraordinary oapaoity.: This Prakriti though 
unlimited has parte in it--. Hence’ it oan’ behave 
actively engaging only its part. 

Besides the tenet that from unmanifest comes 
out manifest is untenable. To explain this 
Sankhya.postulates some: Shakti-or ‘potency which 
is nothing but. unmanifest. form-of effect. in the: 
cause. But this is possible only’ when he oan 
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prove that the effect involved in the cause is the 


‘potency of the cause- To prove this he runs to - 
Satkaryavada \(the.‘éffect. is already ‘existent in ` 
the cause)But that is also still pending in decision: ° 


For this very reéson his contention ‘division. 
and non-division’ ‘stands contradicted. Because ` 
this contention is entirély dependenton Satkarya- ` 
vada, which stands. still .unproved. © Things 
are not proved by. mere postulation of some * 


subtle tenets. Rather. the- -other way ‘is true. 


First we want proved data; then we can ‘build’ 


our..tenst on the basis of that data. 


Others like thé Tarkik alao has a tenet of his 
own called fawit and afasi; which he adduces as 
reason to prove the existence of atoms (stat) 
in Udayana’s Kiranavali-. Raghavendra comes to 


our help to understand: this tenet- He quotes i 


Kiranavali {amti atest: aaa aaa 
fancam maa AM aa: damane) and 


tells us his concept öf an atom. “Take‘a gross’: 
thing, like a lump of: earth. Then go’on ‘dividing’ 


it as small, smaller,.and smallest till you: reach a“ 


thing,smaller than which,you do not find. ‘That is 
my atom”. Says the Tarkike explaining Vibhage- 


‘Then again her explains that this division of 


Part and whole is not: an endless series. ff it ul S 


twee 
wets 
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endless. then the mountain Meru and the tiny 
.seed of mustard would have been the same in size 
as, both ,of. them. haye an. ‘endlessiseries of parts 
Henos you shall- -have | toadmit an-end- ‘to this. 
division. of, parte. „This. faot explains afaam to 
effects after some stage: 


Using this as his reason, the Tärkika argues 
that the bunch of atoms is’ the cause of- ‘oreation: 
The Sankhya shall have to ad mit this causality. 


‘The. Sankhya. recapitulates tho. atend-pointb 
of the Sidhanti and - finds. it a chain of illogical 
inconsistencies.. For the Sidhauti said that ‘desire’ 
really belongs to Atma and:not to insentient Prad- 
hana and elted ‘ experience’ "as evidence to prove it, 
But when Shruti was ‘siimimoned to refute it, he 
accepted the theory of two kinds’ of. ‘Kama or 
‘desire’; -one was attributed to Atma and another 
to Antahkarana and thus explained away Shruti 
contradiction. Then-he relinquished the theory 
that desire. was: the: attribute: of Atma only and 
not of the- insentient. 


This is compared. to the foolish and futile 
‘attempt of a. man who took to a round about! by- 
road during night to avoid ootroi duty collegted 
at: the, small cottege on the road. But early” in 
the morning inadvertently he came to the very 
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“wggel uaa. Raghavendra beautifully explains 
this Nyaya in a, style, simple forcible and 
charming. ‘amaii: fafaq yetacaiadend agasaa | 
aqi qamini useat qeanggdnqead 1 azgetfagr 
qat we uatgtaaat maiaa aggira saa 
aaa “Ghatta ls that place where the travellers 
have to go having given some tax (eë). ‘Kutee 
is that small place where the servants of the king 
who collect that tax, reside. ` (The. travellers)they. 
get up at night to go by another road to avold 
this toll -and not knowing the road: come to the 
same toll when day breake”. - 


But there i is a reply to. the serious: objection: 
Sidhanti nays that he concedes two kinds of 
desires : one is the attribute.of Atma and another 
is modification of. mind. For the experience 
aiT whioh is the . experience of Sakshi proves 
irrefutably that Atma. is the master of- mental 
‘desire’. Mind is only. the material cause for that 
desire, Just as the. orop has for -its::material 
cause the field, and yet belongs to the farmer and: 
not to the field, So also Atma i is the master of 
the mental desire. 


É ut this is like the attempt of a man who 
brin o join one end. {to something) and finds the 
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“other end disjoined. For in order to disown 
doership of the insentient, the Sidhanti agreed to 
accept the: mastery of Atma over desire. If so 
‘God’ iè not the Master of the desire of s potter 
(his desire is the modification of his mind) and 
hence God is not the creator of the pot. For the 
‘potter is the: ‘real master over his’ desire whioh i is 
the modification: of his mind. But elsewhere God 
is said- to be all doer. es 


_ Now. the g ‘question a arises , whether all-doership 
, belongs to. God or. n0t- In: respect of such work as 
the creation: of. Mahat. end. others, as it. is 
impossible for. Jeeva to create, we may admit God 
is the creator, of such huge. tasks. Butin the 
oase of pots and pans ft is the. souk ‘that is found 
to create them according -to our . experience “and 
hence God need not. -be accepted | as the creator. 
Therefore God is not. the all-doer inthe sense of 
-oreator of all small and. great things. : 


_ When this doubt arises the answer is that if 
soul is accepted as the doer. of all. things, experi- 
ence goes against it, because: the soul, .of himself 
cannot achieve:his good. and avoid his evil- Henie 
we must accept God as’ ‘all doer, on account of 
his inconceivable power. He ia an ‘independent 
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creator and not the soul. Therefore it is proved 
‘that God is the all doer. | 
$ $ $$ 


It is so very easy to prove God’s supreme 
mastery over the ‘desires of all’, For.man with 
his limited mastery over. his desire ean be-the 
doer of his limited work. But God.is immanent 
in every such agent | of work, The potter. is -the 
master of his mind. Hence he. “is the creator of 
the pot- But God also resides in the body of the 
potter- And by his own: desire and knowledge 
and effort God creates knowlegde desire and effort 
in the mind of the. potter, -Then God: -actuates 
and animates-the potter’s outside sensed and 
creates pot. The potter gets lent mastery over 
the work. For it is. God who lends us knowledge, 
desire and effort. ‘Thus doership ‘is secondarily in i 
Jeeva while it is primary in God. “7 ; 

J ayateertha quotes Bhagavata to'oorroborate 
this truth. Raghavendra elucidates this quotation 
by offering context, so that the meaning comes 
home tothe mind of the reader. In the Fifth 
Skanda in the tenth Adhyaya there is a conver- 
sation between Jadabharata and king Rahugana: 
Jadabharata had. been forced to-bear. the Palan- 
keon of „king Rahugana-. But Jadabherata was the 
most detached, unassuming, and one completely. 
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surrended to: the will of God. In his detached 
forgetfulness he did: not‘ properly attend to hie: 
-forced labour, -Rahugana roughly took him to 
task and severely repremanded him with a warn- 
cing that: he: was slighting the presence of his 
«master; the king. So Jadabharata tells him 
-bhe bitter truth that the relatiotiship of ‘master 
sand servant: betwoen than and man is only formal 
end. ineidental, - “Real realtionship: of master and 
servant’ is to-be found’ between - God Hari and 
Men, as God Hariiis the real’ master and eternal 
master over us, his eternal servants: Jadabharata 
tells the king bluntly that he is working under an 
illusion, that he is -God....And-under: the influence. 
of that. illusion - he threatened to punish ` Jada- 
bharatae.. ‘So he. told the king. that absolite 
mastery. over- all, is a foolish -assumption of the 
king. That-attribute beers real significanoé only 
in God. For.it is Hari who is to..be meditated 
upon with. undivided, mind to get Múkti. So. 
Jadabharata concludes that Hari is his real 
‘Master and the, King is. only a -preposterous 
pretender. 


<: Now the: Sankhya. uses «the last. missile of 
argument, - All that has been ‘hurled ‘against Sank- 
hya does net amount to.a positive and serious flaw 
in his argument. For what has been agreed to, by’ 
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him about. Pradhana is in a spirit of benefaction 
and kindness to those who are in misery. It was 
argued against Sankhya that if desire belongs 
to Antahkarana, then the. desire of Moksha also 
belongs to Antahkaranua -and net to Atma who 
gets Moksha, This upsets all rules: about means 
and ends. Itis a rule: that the desire of end» 
the means. applied, and its fulfilment should all 
be found in one man. - Otherwise there is:anarohy 
of the rule of effort and award-of fruit, That. one 
is to make efforts and the other is to reap their 
fruit’ is a bad Government. = - 


The Sankbya aays that this blame, ‘as every— 
thing is done. in good spirit, does not amount to 
serious draw back. For with a good intention» 
Pradhana assumes independent agency of creation’ 
in order that the souls er Purushas might’ get 
Moksha. Great men of benevolence are seen to 
undertake: work for the benefit of others. © 


But we must note that no benefactor tries 
to bring his own ruin upon himeelf. ‘For the 
Moksha of Purusha means the ruin of Prakriti. 
Besides Purusha does not get any acoretions from 
Antahkarana nor has he any aotivity. So how 
does he get benefit from Antahkarana ?- 
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He argues that a sentient oreature may.seek self 
interest and may avoid self-ruin. But insentient 


_ Pradhana,;: should not: be: ‘expected to maké these 
nice distinctions. ae 


If it-be.so then i it cannot be cxpeoted that 
‘Pradhana might: seek’: the - interest “of Purusha 
also.  If-lt. is-the: nature: of Pradhana to try fór 
the: ‘Moksha: ofo Purusha, ‘then. > Puragh” should 
Neyer: suffer. from: bondage. : | 


the atheist Sankhyas ‘Sidhanti 
now refutes. those ankhyas who advocate doership 
OF Prakriti and. yetis admit, enjoyership | of Atma. 
If thus doership and enjoyerehip are assigned to 
different persons, the first- thing is that.. this is 
not. found any where-. If on the other hand 
Prakriti is assigned both;*then ‘all sacred: texte 
‘which declare bondage and™release or Moksha to 
Atma, are contradicted. Thus Sankhya is 
approaching Mayavadin. For they also recognise 
the-soul. to be mere consciousness without any 
attributes like doership or enjoyership and hence 
‘very nearly non-existent and. assign doership. to. 
insentient | Avidya- The Sankhya no-doubt 
recognises multiplicity. of souls, Why! Mayavadi 
also recognises meny soule | (Those who admit ` 
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many Atmas). Hence ‘the Sankbyas aleo are 
to be discarded. 


(Brahma Sutra 2-2) (ammam) 


The theist Sankhya says that God has power 
to favour the material cause Prakriti. He is 
omniscient, free from misery and the binding of 
work. That Prakriti bas power to become the 
material cause- Jeeva has power of :procreation 
being favoured with body anda set of senses. 
Iswara or God stands amidst these like rain: 
Pradhana has independent power to become the 
material cause. The Jeeva also is independent i in 
his power, Merely by his presence he sows 
the seed. . 


Shri Vedavyasa himself refutes this : baseless 
theory. avqaaatsaaquifaaa-- In Prakriti and 
Purusha and in.the seed there Js no independent: 
power of the field or of the seed or sowing the 
seed. For itis God Hari that animates all those 
powers: This is very well treated in the shruties. : 


Then comes’ the next’ “Sutra agaian, 
Some have interpreted this sutra, in a different 
way: “Formerly it was proved that Pradhana 
could actuate itself. Now even if its actuation 
is -adcepted still it’ serves no purpose”. “But this 
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interpretation is not sound. For had it been 
oorreot the Sutra ought ; to have been only aatatara? 


The topic of this Adhikarana is to be intro- 
duced here. Charvaka or thé Materialist contends 
that Pradhana being insentiont might not be the 
cause of creation. But, he says, a’ body is sentient 
and hence it has every claim to be called the 
original cause of creation- Hence there is no 
need of God. “This contention of the materialist 
desires the existence. of God and hence knocks the 
bottom out. of theism and theistic philosophy. 


Raghavendra derives the word afs. The 
advocate of:.materialism is: ‘Brahaspati who is 
famous for bis sweet tongue. He easily ‘captures 7 
the mind of uneducated mass: The ‘faminine of 
wz, is atit.. Add thé termination ata to it. gis 
dropped and we get. the form aats the follower E 
or disciple ` of, Brabaspati. ~The creed of wate is 
that: there is: only one’ ‘instrument of knowledge 
and that ds: perception.” ‘In respect of pleasure 
and pain in respeot of minutest lines of pots ‘and 
pans or in respect ‘of any knowable thing the only, 7 
means of “knowledge acknowledged by bim is 
perception. | 


If any one objects to this perceptual positi- 
vish on the ground that cortain things are not 
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‘manifest to senses, charwaka ‘calmly replies that 
‘things are considered as existent only when 
warranted. by evidences and. proofs. God ` for 
instance is not perceptible; and ‘hence he -fe not 
existing. Hence there is no soul other than body- 
The highest values:in life are pleasures'and wealth, 

But when thus if the Charwaka, impelled by 
his - positivistle zeal, denies ` ‘all imperceptible 
entities, it goes hard for this Indian’ Positivist 
to move an inch in the field ‘of philosophical — 
discussion. This materialism is a science and 
requires systematisation, and presentation-so0 as 
to catch the imagination of the mass. If. not - 
what is the use of doctrine-building. Now a 
systematic science must have an attractive topic 
and a valuable purpose. The purpose. is unrealised 
so for and is yet. to be realised. Such a thing is 
beyond senses. _So the. topic. also is imperceptible, © 
When the system has no topic.to deal with and no- 
purpose to realise. no intelligent man-persues it 
seriously. 

Now Atma or. soul i is distinctly known‘ to be 
different from the body. only by. perception:. The” 
perception ‘my body’ proves body to be different: 
from the Atma ‘IT’, 

The materialist comes to agree that: ‘Atma i is 
existent’‘and is different from~ body. "Still he 
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cannot codcede the existence of highest values in 
life other than riches and pleasures and the means 
to realise them. For there are no evidences’ to 
: prove their existence.. If inferences and Shruties 
are cited as the instruments, the Charvaka does 
not accept them as valid proofs, 


So the Shidhanti, asks him what evidence. 
proves that ‘perception: alone is the ‘valid means 
of knowledge. If Charvaka agrees that inference 
and verbal testimony which prove tbe validity 
of Pralyaksha, are valid; then why does he not 
agree that inference and verbal testimony also 
prove the validity of veda ? 


Now therei is again a side issue that “that which 
apprehends knowled ge also apprehends {ts validity 
naturally”. This does not mean that Sakshi which | 
apprehends . knowledge apprehends it only as 
valid. If it is so, the Sakshi apprehending 
knowledge arising. from the statements of Budhe 
as valid, will consider Vedas as invalid. 


Hence now arguments oan be ‘adduced -to 
prove the invalidity. of inference and the verbal 
testimony. 

Thus this dootrine has neither purpose nor 
subject. matter: For it- -does not acospt the 
existonco of God and religious merit whioh are 
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beyond senses.. We must be. very indifferent. to” 


its propogation. 
 geareaafefa Ranie. 
In this Adhikarana the topio for discussion 


is. that some,. among atheist..sankhyas, expound ` 


the theory of creation-by Pradhana graved by the: 


presence of Purusha or Atma... Then; this ought 


to have’been treated just ł before Anyatrabhavedhi- 3 


karana. But this topic is taken for treatment- 


as an ọxtřa-doubt. For just ag the body with the... 
presence of Atma brings & stone, 80 . also . the: .. 
Pradhana itself with the presence. of: Atma. does E 
the work of creation of Mahat and others. This i is... 


the extra doubt, still as Pradhana has no know~ 


ledge and desire: and <6ffort’ of its own, being _ 


insentient, -this system ‘also has the same flaws 


in the ideas that were. shown before ï in Targa: 
Besides in this theory: Atma: plays the secoi 


fiddle to Pradhana. This i is found contrary to our 


experiences. For...we find that Atma plays. 


first fiddle, for he'is sentient. And this is a dit fi 


refusal to accept universal experience: 


But Raghavendra warne us'that the: Sutra’ | 
kara accepts Swatantrya to Jeeva only for the ` 


sake of argument. Really: şpeaging::Jeova is 
dependent and never. claims independence. For 


this point. is made clear in the coming Sutras where: - 
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Jeeva has been shown to have no independence in 
existence, activity or knowledge. 


So Jeeva is not the creator. It is Ishwara 
or God who is independent and hence is the 
creator. | 


Next, another School of Sankhyas is taken 
up for critical survey. They believe that Purusha 
is the creator; but he is graced with the presence 
of Prakriti. And this truth was known to them 
through inference: ‘Mahat and other evolutes 
are evolved by Purusha with the gracious presence 
of Pradhana; because it is some work like the 
bringing of stone’, We find some improvement 
over the previous doctrine in which Prakriti was 
the creator, with the gracious presence of Purushe, 
For we find here Purusha playing the main role 
helped by Prakriti which is warranted by our 
experience. Purusha can very agreeably be the 
doer as found in our life. Prakriti is subordinate . 
to him because in the absence of Purusha as in 
sleep the body lies down without being able to 
move: When the physical] set of senses and body 
are inactive Purush alone cannot do any thing; 
and hence the necessity of the presence of 
Prakriti. So Iswara is of no use in the creation 
of the world. 
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_ The Sutrakara objects to this theory. For 
he asks this type of Bankhya a question, whether 
at any time Purush is independent or not. If the 
first alternative is accepted then Purusha is the 
ohief doer and Prakriti is subotdinate to him and 
still he is not completely independent, then he 
shall have to accept one different from these two 
who is absolutely independent and this is our 
Paramatman, For this Purusha is not able to 
actuate and impel Pradhana into creative activity. 


Here a very kuotty problem arises and 
demands our close attention. Purusha engages 
in his work of oreation with the presence of 
Prakriti. This gracious presence of Prakriti is 
not mere existence or mere physioal contact, 
with Purusha. But it is through instrumentality 
that Prakriti graces Purusha with her presence. 
This instrumentality also includes objectiveness 
and being recepticle- As ‘senses’ Prakriti is an 
object. And as body it is a recepticle. 

Now the Prakriti in the form of senses must 
be impelled into activity as instruments: Purusha 
himself is unable to actuate both the senses and 
the body. Pradhana itself becomes senses and 
‘then like subordinate cause to Purusha actuates 
the senses» And hence the Sankhya argues that 
there is no necessity of Paramatma.. 


t 
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But thia is not a reasonable stand. It is a 
rule that a thing not used by the agent cannot be 
called an instrument. Purusha himself is not able 
to actuate Prakriti in the form of senses. Hence 
Prakriti in the form of senses becomes a subordi- 
nate cause and animates Purusha. In one actuation 
one entity itself is the object of actuation and 
instrnment of action. This is contrary to reason. 
For that entity shall have to exist before itself. This 
is as impossible as one standing upon his own sho- 
ulders. Actuation would transform a thing into an 
instrument. Then that instrument should actuate 
it. This requires actuation in actuation. ‘This is 
explained thus. Jf Pradhana were to actuate 
Purush by itself becoming an instrument, it being 
karana or instrument itself and being used by 
Purusha, actuation of Pradhana shall have to be 
before itself. This is an absurd thing. 


So we want a Purusha who, independent of 
Pradhana, should be able to work. Such a 
Purusha is Iswara or God. 


Now by expounding his side as in the first 
Adhyaya and refuting the side of his adversaries 
as in the Second Adhyaya, the Sidhanti clearly 
represents his te.et- Then what is the use of the 
portion that is written after this ? No doubt this 
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objection is found true, yet we want to show that 
this atheistic Sankhya tenet is very poor in its 
conception. Hence we try to expose all ite dirty 
mud before the thinking Public. Further portion 
reveals most meen type of flaws in his system. 


agdldagrecaaten sareare, 


This is Vaisheshikadhikarana. In this 
Adhikarana the atomic theory of Vaieheshikas 
is oriticised- The Vaisheshikas no doubt admit 
the existence of God. Still their conception of 
God is highly objectionable. For they entertain 
doubt about the qualities of Paramesvara. They 
believe God has eternal knowledge, will and effort. 
Besides he has only five more qualities: 


Now we come to Vaisheshika’s theory of crea- 
tion: In the great dissolution there remain the eter 
nals to be mentioned here after, and the transient 
like Adrishta consisting of Papa and Punya. When 
Brahma has spent his hundred years, Mahesvara 
entertains strong desire to oreate the world for 
enjoyment of souls The mature Adrista 
becomes actuated in all the souls. Then the souls 
coming in contact with the atoms which were 
divided, make these atoms joinin twos. These 
atoms are of four kinds; atoms of earth, og 
water, of fire and of wind. Similar atoms alone 
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‘ooms together. Then only they constitùte a 
cause to bring about an effect» 


The process of the creation of objects is as 
follows :— Two atoms of one of the four varieties 
being impelled as told before, come together and 
become one binary compound (gam). The two 
atoms, that went to form it, were infinitely smal] 
and the result of that combination also was 
infinite in size. Therefore they are Supersensuous. 


Thua when dvyanukas are formed three such 
binaries of the same variety when adjusted 
produce a triad (sana) and this is the same as the 
dust mote flying in the sun beam and this is the 
minimum size required for visibility. Its magni- 
tude is finite or Mahat and finite objects are made 
out of such triads. Again such four tryanukas of 
the same class join together and form the chatura- 
nuka and so on and so forth, 


There is another School which modifies this 
process @ little and admits the theory that four 
dvyanukas form a chaturanuka. Thus there is 
no fixed number of atoms in a chaturanaka. 


Then we come to the theory of causality: 
In the system of Vaisheshikas all positive 
products have three causes in their produotion. 
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‘One is called Samavayikarana or inseparable cause 
or material cause. That is the Samavayikarana 
in which the karya or effect resides with a 
Samavaya Samandha while being produced. For 
instance the tryanuka isin dvyanuke with the 
relationsbip of Samavaya and hence the dvya-~ 
nukas are called the material cause of Tryanuka: 
Second is Asamavayikarana or accidental cause. 
For instance the contact between the dvyanukas 
is the accidental cause for the production of 
Tryanuka. Then there is the third cause which 
is called Ninittakarana or Agent cause. The 
desire of God is Nimittakarana in the production 
of Dvyanuke or Tryanuka, 


Now the magnitude of the cause becomes 
the Asamavayt cause for magnitude of effeot. 
(For any guna or karma inthe material cause 
‘becomes the Asamavayi karana for guna or karma 
ia the effect). Though this is the accepted tenet 
in causality yet this is modified in some places. 
For instance Anutva is of two types, eternal and 
non-eternal. , This eternal Anutva which is also 
called Parimandilya is to be found in the four 
types of atoms. Non-eternal Anutva is to be 
found indvyanuka. Mahatva again is of ‘two 
types eternal and non-eternal. Non eternal 
Mahatva is to be found in Tryanuka and other 
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effects. Hriswatwa is to be found in Dvyanuka 
and Deerghatwa in Tryanuke. Some admit 
Hriswatva also in atoms. 


Here we find the disorepensy and distinction 
made. For the magnitude of dvyanuka is not 
the Asamavayikarana of magnitude of Tryanuka: 
The magnitude of dvyanuka is Hriswatva and 
Anutva. While the magnitude of Tryanuka is 
Mahatva and deerghatva. There cannot be any 
Asamavayi relationship between two dissimilar 
qualities. 

But the magnitude in Tryanuka is considered 
the Asamavayikarana of the magnitude in Chatu” 
ranuka. Why this distinction ? This objection 
edis rais by sutrakara in the sutra agdlaagr- 
eaafzdsareaia. 

Sutrakara means to say that though Vaishe- 
shika system. is expounded with all ite ramifica 
tions still there is lurking logical weakness at its 
very core. That discrepency is already shown. 
What does Mahat mean?This word is used to show 
a substance like Mahat born of Prakriti. Here 
Mahat is used as an abstract noun Mahatva which 
means afar or magnitude. 


So the whole argument melte down to this. 
“The magnitudes of binary and triad are produced 
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by the magnitudes of their inherent causes or 
material causes. Because they are magnitudes of 
effects. The magnitude of chaturanaka is the 
example. He adduces many more arguments to 
prove. that the magnitude of Tryanuka is 
produced by the magnitude of Dvyanuks. _ 


Here the opposer counters the Shidhanti that 
the reason adduced by the Shidhanti is found to 
be true only under certain conditions. For 
instance the reason adduced by Shidhanti is 
aframe because it is magnitude of an effect. 
Here aama is the safa or condition under which 
the reason comes out to prove the Sadhya. ‘The 
magnitude of Tryanuka is produced by the 
magnitude of (Dvyanuka) the material cause of 
its resort (Tryanuka)’. This is true only in cases 
where the magnitude is different from aq or 
different from a substance of Anu magnitude- 
Now Raghavendra shows how this is a logical 
condition or upadhi whioh is defined as aeg mamà 
afa awarna aufa: This logical condition is 
found invariably oo-existing with the major (ata) 
but not with the middle (%g or ama). In the 
present inference the Sadhya or major term is 
‘magnitude of the effect being produced by the 
magnitude of the cause of that effect which is its 
substrate’. Now the condition wawa is found in 
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the Chaturanuk Parimana, because it is (age) 
different from’ aq and it is not existing with arma 
becauae in the magnitude of Dvyanuka which is 
the substrate for magnitude of effect there is ana 
Thus it oan be proved to be upadhi in other infe- 
rences also. Sidhanti ina future context shows 
that his inferences are not obstructed in their 
operation. Hence the disorepancy shown by 
sidhanti in the system of Vaisheshixa is confirmed. 


The Vaisheshika again argues that the fact 
that magnitude of Tryanuka is the cause of the 
magnitude of Chaturanuka is reasonable. For 
causality can be- established between similar 
things (both the magnitudes are Mehat); but the 
magnitude of Dvyanuke is Anu and Hrisva while 
that of Tryanuka is Mahat and Deergha. So 
they are dissimilar and cannot be related as 
cause and effeot- 


Thus if itis argued that the magnitude of 
the atom produced the magnitude of the binary 
which on its part produced the magnitude of 
triad; for they are all similar in nature, then; 
the magnitude of all will be infinitismal and thus 
even Tryanuka and chaturanuka being Anu will 
‘be invisible; which is contradicted by perception. 
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This argument of the Vaisheshikas forces 
the Sidhanti to counter argue thus :- Then there 
is Mahat Parimana in Paramanu. Because. there 
is Mahat in the atom therefore there is mahat in 
‘binary also. This cannot be avoided. Beginning 
from an atom till we reach the final product 
which has perceptible form aad tangibility, we 
find all shall have the magnitude of Mehatva’ 
and shail have to be perseptible- Or if infinitismal 
they shall have to be imperceptible. But you 
cannot argue otherwise that the atoms should be 
perceptible and Triads should be imperceptible. 
Perceptibility and imperceptibility are contra~ 
dictory of each other and cannot be co-existent 


Kanada in his sutza gestat tells us the same 
thing. Butif they ars not found in the same 
places how to explain that of Kuvala, Amalaka, 
and Bilva fruits the ons which comes first is said 
to be Anutara, more atomic than the one which 
comes next ? In the same manner how to explain 
that, of these, the one whioh comes next is said 
to be Mahattara than the one which is first ? 
Of course this is layman’s view. Now 
this sutra tells us that there is only Mahatva and 
no Anutva just as a piece of cloth,conch shell and 
crystal are said to be white, more white and most 
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white and the one that comes next to what comes 
first is said to be Mehattara and Mahattama; 
Anutva is used. to show only great maha:va and 
greater mahatva and yet there is no Anutva at all. 
But there is only Mahatva. So to call them 
Mahat is of primary significance while the use of 
Anutva is only secondary. Anutva, is not here 
as it is found in atom. This is the meaning of 
this sutra of Kanada. 


Perceptibility end inpercepttbility can be 
reconciled with reference to different persons, 
So also in every thing there is Anutva and 
Mahatva with reference to different substances. 
Ali things have different magnitudes; and hence 
even an atom hag Mahatva. 


These two Anutva and Mahatva are relative 
terms. Hence there is no contrariety between 
these two; and they can be found co-existing in 
one place. In the same manner perceptibility 
and inperceptibility also may be reconciled. 
Imperceptibility does not depend upon merely 
the withdraws! of Mahatva; but it also depends 
upon the defects in the eye sight of man. Because 
it is so very difficult to prove that such a type of 
Mahatva is the cause of impercoptibility. Hence 
we say that, that magnitude of a substance which 
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enables man to perceive that substance is the 
cause of perception. Thus we shall set forth, 
not a general rule; but a particular one different 
with each case as for as magnitude is concerned. 
In the same manner when a substance of certain 
magnitude becomes imperceptible to a particular 
man, to him that magnitude ig the cause of 
imperceptibility. Thus perceptibility and impe- 
roeptibility bave reference to particular individuals 
and no absolute standard oan be fixed. 

Magnitude is thus graded in all substances. 
Hence even an atom might be finite or Mahat- 
There is lower gradation below the magnitude 
of a subatance; and there is upper gradation up 
the magnitude of the substance. In both these 
gradations we have limits. There is limit for 
the lower grade as there is limit for the higher 
grade, and as reason the magnitude of higher 
grade substances is adduced, to prove the limit 
of the lower grade which is atomic (magnitude) 
and there is no particle, less in magnitude than 
an atom. ‘The Vaisheshika wants to prove a 
thing to be atomio in size by saying ‘like the 
magnitude of a higher gradation. 

But the question is how can this prove that 
the higher grade hasa magnitude called Mahat 
(finiteness). For ft proves that there is no 
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partiole, less in magnitude than atomic. So this 
cannot prove the magnitude of Mahat in things 
of higher magnitude. Hence there is no stop 
even in the higher grade; then there cannot be 
any stop in the lower grade. | 


Now Mahat inthe higher grade has many 
parts in it- Then only it would be possible to 
say that God’s magnitude is five or six times the 
. magnitude of Mahat. 


Now here the word agaaa: is usede. How is 
the word derived ? Raghavendra gives the 
derivation. This ocours in the aqaareata (WAgACAT TA 
garq gia gtsat:. By referring to the magnitude of 
waaa we cannot estimate the demensions of 
Iswara and others as four fold or five fold of 
Mahattatva). Now if the members of this comp- 
ound are aga and aw then the compound should 
have been Mahatatva, (ngriaaatdia) just like 
Mahahrid, Because the rule is (armaga: aAnfracer- 
sidad) when aga is followed by a word in the 
same case or a word meaning a universal, the last 
syllable is substituted by eso it becomes agr- 
For agg is followed by a in the same case with 
agaa And hence q is changed to a and (agtat) 
it becomes agt But here it is agacay. 
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So the explanation is that the whole (age) 
is the name of specialised substance. In the case 
of names and in the case of Vedic words the wise’ 
follow the usage- And to this the corroboration 
of Vartika is given. In such cases q is not at al) 
dropped (ageaft). an is a symbol standing for 
Common nouns and vedic worde, When these 
words are used q is not dropped. Hence the use of 
agan is warranted by grammar. 


In agaman: the word qw is repeated here. 
by Tantra, which means once used technically 
becomes doubled, by Tantra. (aggeafed waztsamres 
aa) So first 77 means magnitude and the second 
an means counting or measuring. So it means 
that by ascertaining the magnitude of Mahat it is 
not possible to ascertain the magnitude of God 
and such others that have great magnitude of 
infinity. But God is unlimited in extent and 
magnitude. Hence we cannot measnre the magni- 
tude of God with the measuring rod of Mahat’s 
magnitude. 


In the same manner the lower grade in mag- 
tude also cannot be fixed in the atom that it is 
one sixth of a triad or Fryanuka. If still it is 
persisted that there is a particle possessing infinite 
number of parts it contradicts experience. For 
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no where have we oome across with such a 
particle. 

Raghavendra recapitulates what has been 
said so far. Inthe magnitude of Paramanu or 
atom there are both higher and lower grade 
scales, Then a doubt was raised that there is a 
stop of scale in lower grade inthe atom and 
accordingly there is also a stop or cessation of 
higher grade in the triad. But this was repudiated 
by exposing many logical fallacies; and it was 
established that there is higher scale as well as 
lower scale in magnitude »nd in both ways there 
is no end to them... Now how to prove that there 
was noend tothe higher scale of magnitude ? 
Three ‘things of positively infinite magnitude 
(Parama mahat Parimana) are recognised viz 
God, Time, and sky. Sky is here ‘space’ or 
Avyakrita Akasha, Of these time and space are 
apprehended by Sakshi as having an endless 
higher grade of soale of magnitude. In the same 
manner Sakshi apprehends negative infinity of 
Jower grade scale in Time and space. For in the 
atom Sakshi cognises negative infinity of lower 
soale of magnitude. 


But if this is not agreed to, then what 
evidence is there to prove that space and time 
have infinity of higher grade in magnitude. 
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To this the opposer might pose that infere- 
nee and not Sakshi, apprenends the endlessness 
of higher grade in magnitude, But really speaking 
inference warrants ue the cessation of higher 
grade in magnitude. 

If the opposer falls back upon sacred serip- 
tures for evidence in order to oust Sakshi from 
-íta position of evidence in this respect, we must 
scrutinise what thia sacred text says. The text 
begins like this arms gfe gata, The relevent por- 
tion is ags madana: a qaisia:. The pronoun 
gs: refers to the noun mma: in the previous part 
of it. So avert ls said to be aña: Raghavendra 
tells us that this interpretation is that of the 
Vaisheshika who does not accept the interpretation 
of the Sidhanti that ara in its higher primary 
sense is Vishnu and not the sky. Another point 
Raghavendra brings as an objection to our notice 
is that as the Shidhenti has already asserted that 
no other pramana than Sakshi apprehends the 
endless infinity of higher grade in magnitude, it 
is irrelevent here to quote sacred text as evidence. 
But the reply is that, as he suggests, it is a 
temperory concession granted by the Sidhanti 
for argument’s sake, that he might quote Agama 
as Pramana. Then Jayateerth analyses the 
whole situation thus (qaged wafa). 
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Agama does not ‘state the endless infinity 
of space and time; but before. Agama sets in to. 
declare it, Sakshi apprehends it, and Agama only. 
repeats what Sakshi Has- apprehended. Even if 
Agama is accepted’ as original ‘in. apprehending 
and-declaring the endless infinity, that does not. 
affect the position. of the Sidhanti. For. there i in. 
Agama: ants is said to be aaa which. only “moans. 
‘enilless’ ‘or: ‘infinite’. 


“This infinity: or ada is unqualified and hende: 
refers to both. higher soale of: magnitude ‘as well: ` 
an ‘ower scale of , magnitude. Hence: Agama 
declares both. the grades to.be, endless: in their 
magnitude. Therefore. the lower grade Parimana © 
of Paramanu also. does not. stop at it but goes on - 
ad infinitum. 


If soit is as good SB: attributing little | time 
and -little magnitude: to God who is ‘announced ag 
endless:in time, space:and ` magnitude. ‘But’ ‘this 
objection is -no objection at all. For the well ` 
versed -in the» Veda: ‘attribute ‘little time and 
unlimited magnitude to Brahman of infinity. 
But in Brahman littleness and greatness reside 
side by side in peaceful alliance. : 


It is again objected that such incam patibili- 
ties and inconsistencies cannot be- ‘tolerated in 
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the all harmonious Brahman. Sutrakara has 
never even mentioned this. To this the Sidhanti 
rejoing that contradictions have been reconciled 
by Sutrakara in the sutra. wgdidagt. For he has 
advocated causality. between. things of dissimilar 
nature. Atomic magnitude of gaat and afeatfsea 
are not similar to the magnitude of Triad viz- 
aga and Ada. Yet these are produced. by gaa 
and qftateza. For instance it is the number of. 
two and three inherent fn Paramanu which. 
produces the magnitude of a binary“ This is. 
similar to the fact that by compactness (aaa) 
which is‘nothing but, parts coming together in 
Close contact, produces the magnitude of a- 
bundle of cotton. Again in variant locations the | 
higher and lower soals of magnitude of endless 
infinity are propounded, one in the sky and the 
other in the atom. - Thus in different locations, 
magnitude. realises its higher grade and lower 
grade infinity. . Therefore Acharya has rightly 
said that Brahman of even higher grade magni- 
tude, of infinity is. said. to. have. -lower grade 
magnitude like the sky, by the Pandits of Veda. 


Besides he who ia not existent in a little 
space and in a little time, cannot be. existent in 
all time and in all space. Not existent, in various 
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non existence, empty vacuum- 


Now let us analyse the concept of universality 
of existence according to Tarkika, ‘contact of 
ail material objects is universal. existence and not 
existence in all places’. . Because Akasha i is Sarva- 

7 gate. and yet does not exist in any Substratum. 


“Now the parts, of things like pots and pans 
have that magnitude of the space they’ occupy. 
But pots cannot have the magnitude of the sky: 
For the parts and the whole of the pot are 
different oum identical and not absolutely iden- 
tical If time and sky have no existence in 
small partè of space they are non-existing.. This 
imposition | we do accept. | 


Tf the Tarkika considera all pervasiveness 
88 contact of all material objeote, Sidhaati says 
he has no objection- But this leads us- to the 
idea of ‘limttedness in higher grade of magnitude. 
For contact of- limited dimensions results in 
limitedness of magnitude which goes against the 
creed of Tarkika, who admits unlimitedness in | 
higher grade of magnitude. 

Therefore there is no limit to both magni- 
tudes of higher and lower grade. Now Sidhanti 
takes up the question of higber and lower 
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magnitude of Time. He asserts that this infinity 
of magnitude of higher and lower grade is not 
only to:be found'in'God; Time; and’ space but it 
extends to even Prakriti; Mahat’ and ‘other sub- 
stances of great magnitude, yet the real ‘infinite 
or ada is Brahma or Vishnu; for he is independent 
and infinite i in. all ways. While ‘time: and others 
though | infinite are depending ‘upon : God. So. 
real infinity or perfectness in respect of. Time,- 
spaoe, and quality as said in Geeta Bhashya is. to 
be found only in Brähma'ánd not in other infinite 
things. (aa! ereazda qrara frat af). l 


Raghavendra elucidates the use of @ in 
agsáreita. ‘First J ayateertha has expÌained it ag: 
aA. Raghavendra explains all meanings of 4... 
He says that a has four meanings, (yatazan, 
URIET RATAT, mataa) of these he explains waaa 
as faatae atwera( joining one principal and another 
subordinate) | which means ‘if during the time of 
see; do not” Thus it the present context Acharya 
says, inthis aaugigata, (aataeagtaat) that Brahman 
is ware eternally infinite. ‘Hence temporal 
infinity is expressed. ‘Such eternal infinity is not 
to be foutid in hours,’ minutes and seconds. This 
‘definition of eternal infinity of Brahman excludes 
these small parts of time, but the whole (being 
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infinite) is not excluded. Others of infinite 
magnitude. (like space, Prakriti and others) are 
not excluded. Hence there is aaraa.. 


“Or if the definition of Brahman. is taken. a8 
‘Independent: ‘infinity’ or. ‘infinity | in respect of 
Time; space, and quality, » no, doubt -arises ..as,to 
overpervasion. _ But on the , strength of. .the 
context’ if infinity _ is taken AB. Infinity of. both 
higher grade magnitude, and. Jower grade magni- 
tude then the definition of Brahman. overpervades 
parts of time ‘like hours, minutes and seconds. 
Hence the word wat or eternal is added. Over 
pervasion in time- should be removed by ways as 
already suggested. . 
= The question of lower: grade. magnitude as 
having unlimited infinity. is again raked up for 
critical review, Even an atom, is conceived: as 
having parts which are again divisible into parts 
ad infinitum. But this conception is considered 
to be baseless; for.atom is the last and smallest 
magnitude and there is no smaller substance than 
the atom. . 


. ‘this objection ‘does not hold good... Fore even 
‘the atom is divisible. and its part may be divided 
and so on and so forth. 
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But what is the proof for this wild imagi- 
nation ? Sakshi is the proof. But one may ask 
= why sakshi should at all be accepted as proof ? 
For one of the accepted proofs like perception 
and inference might endorse the veracity of 
knowledge under question. But the truth or 
validity of pleasure and pain and the sky which 
“are imperceptible is beyond the jurisidiction of 
“such proofs as perception and inference. The 
“opposer is obdurate and becomes ready . for the 
“worst consequence of surrendering the validity 
of cognition and discourse of pots and pans. (for 
“the validity of all cognitions — is the subject. of 
Bakshi only). 


., Or he contends that the validity of Percept- 
‘fon and others might be proved by a ‘general 
inference. “The validity of Perception and others 
sis warranted by proof; because it is a thing iike 
pot”. Hence there need be no Sakshi a. ‘special 
“proof to apprehend the validity of all knowledge: 


To this the Sidhanti-replies, ihat just as in 
the system of Nyaya, the existence of the sky is 
“proved by a general inference first and then by a 
‘partiouiar inference; So also Sakshi is proved by 
navanfaga; The meaning of saa is if inference 
‘proves some other thing ‘in the place of Sakshi» 
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then there is its sfa or refutation of it. For in 
order to prove thé validity of some. cognition you 
require some inference, then it order to prove the 
validlty of this inference, there is another and 
still another and so on and so forth; and there is 
infinite regress. ‘This is the sfx and hence to 
avoid this difficulty you. shall have to admit 
Sakshi. i 
But Sakehi does not require another proof 
-to prove its. validity- For it is sélf-evident: By 
‘means of this ‘Sakshi we are going to prove ‘that 
even Paramanu. OF. atom. has: parts. because it is a. 
substance... Even quality and-action‘are accepted 
as having parts and hence there is no:violation of 
this rule. In the same manner other logical flaws 
aleo can be removed. For instance the triad: is per. 
ceived by the eye; and is produced by substances 
of lesa magnitude. Because, it is & produotion like-a 
pot. Thus a binary is ‘proved to.exist. In the same 
manner if we employ the services. of inference 
we come to know that a binary is formed of 
minute indivisible particles called.atoms- Thus 
atoms are inferred aa eternally partless. Otherwise 
there will be endless regress. Therefore if atoms 
are accepted as divisible you offend the validity 
of that means of knowledge which has proved its 
existence ag a partlesė” ‘substance. 
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Or as already introduced the magnitude of a 
Substance at last must be reduced. to a least 
reduction so that no further reduction can be conc- 

-eived. This place of least reduction of magnitude 
ds the atom. Thue your conception of divisible 
‘atom offends the validity of this inference. 


But Sakshi of unchallengable validity perge- 
ives the parts of parts to any degree of gradation 
lower or higher, Hence all these. inferences sink 


. into insignificance before Sakshi of exceptions} 


probity. 

l Again the services of iriference have been 
requisitioned to prove that an atom has parts: 
For an atom and atemic part contact substances 
in all directions simultaneously. From this we 

„can easily. infer that an atom has parts. 

Here Raghavendra goes to analyse the con- 
-ception of physical contact. This contact is of 
“three types. 1) That contaot which is produced 
by the action inhereing in one of the substances 
‘contacted. 2) Another contact brought about 
‘by actions inhering in both the substances oont- 
acted- 3, Contact born of contact. — 


First earthly atom contacting aquatic atom 
of dissimilar nature and then contacting another 
earthly atom of similar nature begins to 
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produce binary. Then the aquatic atom whioh 
-had helped earthly atoms to produce the earthly 
binary gets contacted with the earthly binary. 
This is called contact with effect and non.effect- 
This is proditoed “by the contact of earthly 
“atom and aquatic atom and is said to have been 
produced. by cause and no-cause contact. This is 
just like the contact of the tree and body i is being 
“produced by’ the contact of tree and hand: 


-But this | will not make the point clear that 
an atom has ten dimenstonal contaacts- -Stones 
and other substances are gross. productions made 
of many parts. They. are made up: of many 
atoms forming binary triads and- their multiples: 
This proves that the solid stone has many atoms 
88 its components. Now as atoms occupy space 
one atom has the contact of many atome. This 
the Sakshi apprehends in tangible — substances 
like pots and pans. From this we can infer that 
the contacts of atoms ocoupy that space because 
they are contacts whioh are found in pots. Henoe 
one atom cannot. ‘get itself contacted with many 
without having many parts however minute they 
may be. Hence the inference is not purposeless. 


Here a doubt arises that if the contact of 
(the whole) oloth is to be found in thread (part) 
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one contact is found residing in another and 
- hence let the contact of pot be found in cloth: 
This is one thing and another thing is if the 
contact of the whole is to be found in its parts 
and that again in its parts and’ that again in its 
parts so on and so forth, ad infinitum, this 
endless regress affects the first in the series and 
dislodges it from its position (asteaanan:). 

All this will be dealt with in detail in a future 
chapter where the whole and the parts are said 
to be identical. (sinifaaeata ca date ga fe gearfedd). 

In the atomic theory we now come to the 
crux of the problem. Itis contended that atom 
or Paramanu is another name for partlessness. 
Hence ‘a Paramanu has parts’ is an instance of 
self contradiction. 


To this the reply is that ‘Partlessness’ is not 
it for calling a Paramanu, but the reason is 
“‘indivisibility’. ‘A Paramanu has parte’ and is 
perceived by Sakshi so we cannot deny it. The 
Treason to call it Paramanu is indivisibility; We 
admit Parts but its division is not possible. 
This indivisibility implies that there is no endless 
regress in division but it has some justifiable 
ceassation in an atom and their divisibility is not 


in its nature and is accepted as an improbability, 
at all times. 
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„Or all things or considered to have parts. 
These parts are not partless; but they too have 
parts, But it is a. role that parts that exist first 
become the cause of parts that come into existence 
afterwards. Hence. if Paramanu is a product 
produced by its constituent parts, those parts 
again must ‘have been produced by parts existing 
i ‘previously. “But as no parts of an atom are exist- 
. ing, the atom ‘could not have come into existence. 


This i is an objection which: is logically sound 
. and hence must be reckoned with. But Sidhanti 
BAYS. that though -an atom: has parts it is not 
Aivisible into parts inclined to be effective. They 
are. divided only when they sre not proved to 
“produce an effect. Hence at the time of prod- 
uction an atom is as good as indivisible. Therefore 
‘the atom is a non-production and eternal. 


_. Therefore there is no objection for the prod- 
uction and. knowledge of the atom. Though it is 
made up of thousands of. parts-it is not produced 
by them. But it itself is the basic cause for the 
whole of the creation. Hence the parts of a pot 
are being divided till they reat in atoma. And no 

division continues after division into atoms. 


Again the old objection that if division is 
endless then there willbe an infinite number of 
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parts which go to constitute a very small mustard 
and a large mountain: And hence the magnitudes 
of both these would have’ to be the same though 
they are distinctly different. 


But here there is some confusion of ideas, 
For by parts the objector means the parts that 
constitute them are the parts that produce them. 
This is sheer ‘misunderstanding. But the parts 
that go to.form. the substance. are different from 
the constituent parts which are the causes that 
bring about the substance as their effect. “There” 
fore your accusation that we have reduced ‘both 
mustard and mountain to the same magnitude 
has no value. 


Now the controversy enters into very subtle 
regions of reason. Both agree that there is no 
further division from: an atom. But from the 
atom there is the -binary, triad nd so on which 
constitute the cause of the substance and these 
are parts of binary triads and so on, whioh are 
infinite. in number both in the mustard ‘and 
mountain and hence the contention of the oppo- 
nent ia justified. These infinite parts are those 
that form the causes. 


But. this objection also is baseless. For there 
is no concomitance between the non-cause parts 
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and infinity. It is only with parts the constitute 
cause that lead to infinity. Besides in both the 
infinities of mustard and mountain there are not 
equal number of cause parts. Hence their 
magnitudes need not be equal. 


If there is no stop to the series of parts of a 
mustard, then the parte of mustard would occupy 
the whole world, as no two substances occupy 
the. same. space. -So the mustard would occupy 
the whole space of the world. Then there is no 
Bpace for the world. “This is what the opposer 
forces the sidhanti. to agree. | 


“This ‘objection is not right. Because even 


when the earthly. atoms. are -infinite in: number” ` 
yet there. is space for other material: substances; = 


The mustard ocoupies some space and its series 


of parts. occupy the same-space-. Therefore’ we he 


have admitted the sky to have a limitless: series’ 
of parts and partioles and the lower grade infinity 
of parte has no limit at. all. 


Now we have come to ‘the conclusion that 
the parts of a substance occupy the same space’ 
‘as is occupied by the whole of the substance. ` 
Hence there is no ground to prove. ‘that: these 
are the cause parts to produce. effects: ‘Hence 
eternal substances also like Time, space, sky ` 
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have: endless parts without stop į tin ‘the lower 
grade of infinity. 


The objector concedes that the cause parts 
of mustard and mountain like binary and triad 
may not be sequal in number. But when parts 
continue without stop in both, they may be 
equal in number. And hence the Sidbanti will be 
compelled to have the same magnitude for both. 


Even this: ‘objection is not tenable.. For in + 


the infinity which is the net result of both cause... 
parts and non cause parts of both mustard and 
mountain, the number is not the same. In`the — 
rame manner the :released souls are infinite and 
the souls in bondage are infinite. And each one 
of these is less than the net result of- both 
infinities combined. -Thus there is inequality. to 
þe found in two infinities. 


This atomic theory of creation, when iti is 
not apprehended by Sakshi is sure to be invalid 
and not acceptable. Ia the same manner if 
inference takes to prove that which is not 
warranted by verbal testimony or perception, 
then it oan as well prove the existence of non 
existing horn of a hare. For a valid inference 
must have a sound. concomitance for its base 
which is warranted either by perception or verbal 
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testimohy- A concomitance which is not thus 
warranted has no certainty about its invariability: 
Hence the inference based upon such a concomi- 
tance cannot be proved as valid. Hence inference 
cannot prove the validity of atomic theory as 
‘propounded by the Vaisheshikas. 


Now the Sutrakara refutes this theory by 
other arguments. eRamiqqiataararaaateaa: The 
Vaisheshikas accept a peculiar relation between 
part and whole, quality and qualified, action 
and one having action, universal and individual 
and others which are quite different from the 
others. And this Samavaya also is different from 
the substance in which it inheres, Hence also 
they are ‘called inconsistent’ in speech. 


Now the rational consistency of this Sama- 
vaya is questioned and it is thrashed fully here. 


The Vaisheshika argues like this:~ We have a 
cognition ‘In these threads reside. the cloth’. 
“This cognition is based on the. previous relation 
(between the two). Because it is cognition 
not at all contradicted.” ‘Fhe instance is jujube 
fruits in the begging bowl. Here this knowledge 
fa produced by the perception of the relationship. 
of threads and cloth just as the perception of the 
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contact of jujube fruits with the bowl produces. 
the’ cognition. ‘In the bowl jujube ‘fruits’. ~ 


So the concomitance must be accepted that 
the perception ‘here is, invariably found with 
cognition of a relation. So the: cognition of 
‘here’ in the case of threads and cloth leads to 
the idea of relation of Samavaya. But this, the 
Sidhanti denies and says that the concomitance 
is contradicted because the rule of Vyapti is 
violated. 


Now the opposer puts the. Sidhanti on the 
horns of ‘dilemma, The Samavaya relation 
between aa and qe ‘is existing. or. not existing... 
If it is existing already, what. can violation, 
coming after its existence, do. to Samavaya ? If. 
it is not existing where do you show the voilation? 
In cither case Sidhanti’s. fallacy of Violation or 
Vyabhichara does not stand the test: ° 


But the Sidhanti is. very clear in his-conce- 
ption. Te draws | ‘upon | the psychological process: ... 
that is behind. the Violation of the rule of Vyapti- 
Dilemma does not exhanst the alternatives- For 
there is a middle course. We get an apparent 

“impression of a relation of Samavaya by. inference 
before scrutiny. After- scrutiny we shall, be 
convinoed of the fallacy of violation of Vyapti. 
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The judgement or conclusion is arrived at, from 
defective sources (defective vyapti) and hence 
the conclusion is found invalid. So we with- 
draw our selves from the conclusion of Samavaya 
as & relation. And without this relation the con- 
comitance is not available. Without concomitance 
there will beno conclusion of Samavaya as a 
relation. 

This Samavaya is accepted as a relation 
connecting. two different things. Why should they 
be different ? In order that the cognition of ‘here’ 
should be valid knowledge, never sublated. 

Again the objection. is raised that the cogni~ 
tion that here-is Samavaya. between the threads. 
and cloth, is produced by a cognition of a relation. 
In this cognition Samavaya is there as: relation 
between threads and cloth and Samavayatva is 
the mode of the cognition and. Samavaya. is:the 
object. of the cognition and is the. cause of the 
origination of another cognition. Hence -there 
is no Vyabhichara as shown above: | 

But this is not: true. For ‘there'is Samavaya 
between threads: and cloth’; “in: this statement 
‘threads and cloth form: the container and sama- 
vaya is.the contained. Now the controlling prin- 
ciple of container and contained’ must again be a 
different relation. That again requires a relation 
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of the type of container and contained. Other- 
wise if a relation in general is meant then in 
‘here is Samavaya between threads and oloth’ 
the cause is ‘the Samavaya between threads and 
cloth. So also the cognition ‘here is contact of a 
braachless trunk and a hawk’, requires another 
contact of a trunk and a hawk’, But just as there 
is no other Samavaya for the first cognition go also 
there is no samavaya in the second cognition. 


Hence the conception of Samavaya is un~ 
warranted. Then the perception ‘Here This is’ 


no doubt seéms unexplanable without the relation 


of Samavaya. But this very conception that 
‘here this is’ does not require any foreign relation 


to be conceived. The thing itself in its own 
nature can contrive to justify ite existence 
without depending upon any extrinsic relation, 
Because the protagonist of Samavaya at last 
shall have to depend upon Samavaya as self 
maintaining. Otherwise he shall have to face 


infinite Regress. Then why not admit the thing 
itself as self maintaining ? 


If a distinction is made that a Samavaya can 
contrive to justify its existence in its own nature 
by its power of self maintaining, being a relation; 
and the substance requires the help of an extrinsic 


relation like Samavaya for its maintenance, it is 
not proper. 
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“Yo reply thie objection we shall have to 
make a thorough investigation of the whole of 
the problem. One of the cases in which Samavaya 
conception is essential is the qualified substance 
and the qualities in ite But the substance and 
the qualities which rest in it are considered 
different. from each other. And the Vaisheshika 
was not able to prove that the substance and 
qualities are connected ‘by an outside. relation: 
of Samavaya.: -For instead of running upto a 
foreign relation and then admitting it as self 
maintaining, why not admit the substance itself 
as selfmaintaining ? 


It is contended that Samavaya being a 
rélatioa is self maintaining. ` But the substance, 
not being so is not self-maintaining. Raghavendra 
defines ‘self maintenance’ ‘which is nothing but 
being both ‘container’ and contained’. If this is: 
not so,;. no-relation oan be established. Even 
physical contact being equally a relation shall 
have to be self maintaining. 


But there is a lot of difference between con- 
tact and inference. For physical contact being 
transient cannot have the privilege of maintain- 
ing itself; while Samavaya is Nitya or eternal and 
hence it can be self maintaining. 
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But ‘here this’ perception in. some places 
maintains itself without the help of any. outside 
relation and hence ‘the qualities here in. the 
substance’ also. does not require. any. extraneous 
relation, Oe 


So long it-was conceded that qualities are 
absolutely different from the substance in which 
they are said to inhere. And it was contended 
that Samavaya altogether different from the 
substance was shown not to fit in with the 
substance. Now Sidhanti according to his theory, 
postulates that substance and qualities are ident- 
ica] and Samavaya will be shown as unfit to be » 
relation between two identical things. 


Now, Samavays relation: is fully -sorutinised-. 
As already told Samavaya is said. to exist between: 
part and whole,substance and qualities and others. 
For leaving aside eternal things,: between non- 
eternal and positive things, one resides in another. 
by Samavaya relation. This is what Prashasta-. 
pada tells us. 


But Samavaya residing in Samavaya and 
not different from Samavaya is not possible, 
Because Samavaya is not different from it. Hence. 
residence in it is. not possible according. to the. 
definition of Samavaya (arerwatdadda). ‘For one 
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Samavaya is not different from another Satnavaya. 
But Samavaya as dependent may reside in 
Samavaya.But this: dépendent one is no Samayaya. 


Thus discussing Samayvaya to its full length 
in all its detail, Acharya now proceeds to present 
another cardinal principle: of faster: or particularity: 
Bo long it was told that: unless: there is difference 
between subatance and quality there ‚cannot be 
Bamavaya to. connect them. 4wo. . But.there-is.no 
proof to guarantee the differen: oe between . the 
two; because: it.is. imperceptible. So you must take 
recourse. to inferenoe-“ ‘eubsletance and quality. are 
absolutely different because. they. are .oalled by 
non-synonymous terms; . like pot and cloth. But. 
this ‘called by. non-synony mous: terms’ _is.to be in 
Samavaya and. its qualities, though they. are 
identical. Thus there is violation. of Vyapti- 


Now justas Samavaya, : ‘on ‘account ‘of the 
qualities in it; is called by different names, So 
also substances like pots and pans on account of 
many qualities and actions are called by. different 
names though they are one, by virtue of in 


pumerable particularities | or ‘Visheshas. (aiaa 
qatian aari eaaa s} 


Why this lengthy process of adopting & new 
entity like fig? When there is really identity 
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between qualities and qualified substance, you 
may call the practice of these two as different, 
‘to be figurative or due to subjection to erroneous 
knowledge ? In the first case it is a formal use 
and in the second it would be a piece of wrong 
knowledge. But this is no solution to the problem. 
For formal practice once at least will have a real 
use. The word is not always used in figurative. 
sense, It has its own real sense. But similar is 
not the-case here. For they are always called by 
non-synonimous words. Even when to let others. 
know that there is identity between them, Such 
‘statements are made as “Form itaelf is pot?” and 
‘Brahman is consciousness’ even then no synonyms 
are used. For there is no auch experience: They 
are always used in practical discourses as sbso-— 
lutely different. Therefore when actually the 
things are identical and yet they are talked: of as 
utterly different some reason -must be found 
for this. o 


But this your concept of Vishesha ` is self 
contradiotory- Now let us analyse the sort of 
contradiction introduced here. Is it the oontra- 
diction that is directas in ‘my: mother i8 barren’ 
or is it indirect contradiction as in ‘the one 
created is ever lasting’. 
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Though the substance is one it is’ talked as 
Ananta or innumerable; oneness is identity 
and innumerableness is a particular number. 
So, as they are dissimilar they do not contradict 
each other. Now the second one also is not 
tenable. For there ia no such Vyapti as ‘where 
there is aTe there is wz. For the representative 
of aa viz fata can very well reconcile both awa 
and adaaqagit. Here also Samavaya which is one 
is allowed to have your innumerable Vyavahar. 


. The opponent takes a ciroumspective view of 
both the: systema and comes. to the conclusion 
that Sidhantt inapite of all this fuss and dust 
raised against the other systems has not gained 
an inch in the. investigation, of truth. For 
Vaisheshika admitting difference between the 
qualities and the qualified accepts Samavaya to 
justify or explain suoh expressions as ‘Here it is’. 
And in order to avoid infinite regress, Samavaya 
is advocated as self maintaining. While the 
sidhanti, in. order to justify the use of non- 
synonymous words in reference to qualities and 
qualified a particularity or Vishesha is accepted. 
To avoid infinite regress in ‘respeot of Vishesha, 
it is accepted as self maintaining. When we find 
both the systems: are equally balanced, one 
against the other, what attraction was there in 
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the Sidhanta Paksha to prefer it to Vaisheshika 
‘Paksha. Of course there is a series of attacks 
and counter attacks on both sides and they do 
not disturb the equilibrium maintained between 
the two- So to prefer the side of identity of the 
Sidhanti between the qualities and the qualified 
is sheer favouritism. . 


To this objection of the Vaisheshika, the 
Shidhanti replies that Vaisheshika accepts seven 
categories. Of these six are Bhava Padarthas 
or things and the seventh is Abhava or non-being: 
The qualities perceived in Samavaya dre not 
different from Samavaya. But they are the 
particularised nature of the Samavaya itself, 
‘known as visheshas. When these are accepted 
in Samavaye, why should they not be accepted in 
weq or substance (Qualities and qualified). This 
isa shorter course to be adopted in the enumera- 
tion of categories. 


This lengthy course amounts to prolixity in 
the expostulation of a system and is condemned. 
This is explained in another way also. Just as in 
substance, soin Samavaya also the attributes 
are to be considered as different and they cannot 
be subsumed under categories like aa and hence 
the rule of Seven categories shall have to be 
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given up. If you accept fads in-some places only 
‘there will be really a lengthy process 

Now if an objection is urged against Vishesha 
that there is no proof to prove the existence of 
Vishesha, the Shidhanti replies that perception 
is the proof. All discourse is maintained only 
on the strength of Vishesha. -With Vishesha all 
Vyavahara is found rationally justifiable. And 
without it no Vyavahara is found reasonable- 


The opposer contends that even if difference 
‘ig accepted between the quality ‘and qualified 
‘with the help: of Samavays all Vyavahara is 
‘maintainéd reasonably. And difference cum 
identity will explain Vyavahara better still. Then 
why. these new elements in Epistemology ? 


Shidhanti only tells that Vishesha is some- 
thing warranted by perception, and guaranteed 
by sakshi, In the course of knowledge and its 
expression in words it is the proof that will settle 
the question. Hence Vishesha i is accepted. 


In respect of non-difference or identity it 
was alleged. that there was no proof. So here 
proof is introduced, Part and whole are cognised 
through cause and effect and hence identity is 
settled. In the same:manner quality and queli- 
fied are shown identical. At the end it leads to 
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Abhava or waana mutual negation (3e: teta). 
This peculiar negation is perceived as identica} 
with the thing or substance itself. The Pata Bheda 
or difference of Pata in Ghata is Ghata itself. 


It is Sakshi which perceivers finally that 
though identical the qualities are cognised as 
different from the substance and at the same 
time they are different from one another, by the 
strength of Vishesha. 

Jayateertha goes to explain how Sakshi 
operates in this context. There are two cogni- 
tions: one is the. cognition of threads and cloth 
and the other is the cognition of two different 
things like pot and cloth. In the cognition of 
threads and cloth it is quite clear that they are 
identical (because one is the material out of which 
the other is made). Sakshi cognises that between 
these two cognitions there isa lot of difference- 
And how can any one deny the identity between 
threads and cloth? Because there is some relation 
between the two (and a relation is always found: 
between the two that are different from each 
other), perhaps we may doubt the identity bet- 
ween threads and cloth. Still when minutely 
observed the relation between two distinct things 
like bowl and juju fruits is different from the 
-relation between threads and cloth. 
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But as long as there is the relation of cont- 
ainer and the contained between the two, in both 
the cases there wont be any difference between 
the two cognitions. A shade of difference is found 
between the two cognitions because there is 
inseparability, between threads and cloth; while 
bow! and juju fruits are easily seperable. 


But as long as there is the relation of cont- 
ainer and contained, inseperability does not 
create any distinct quality in the cognitions above 
mentioned. | For as long as.there. is the relation 
of container and contained, so long. the relation 
is not out, or the. related is not wrenohed from it: 
And this is inseperability. Hence both the cogni- 
tions are not even a shade different. 


But the experience of Sakshi is that the 
cognitions are distinctly different- Now how to 
account for this. distinction ?. Fhe.opponent cont-. 
ends that there is a ground for, this difference 
and itis this. Kunda. and Badara,: though now 
inseparable, in future. they are going to be seperated 
for they have the capacity. of. being. separated. 
Hence no identity be considered necessary for 
this distinction. . 


But the sound common-sense. of Aoharya 
comes to his rescue. No coming event casts ite 
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shadow on the present perception. Therefore the 
future seperability of Kunda and Badara does 
not affect the present cognition. Some ground 
must be found to account for the difference in the 
‘two cognitions and that ground is identity between 
threads and cloth which is not to be found with 
Ghata or Pata; or Kunda or Badara. Hence 
Sakshi has rightly cognised the identity of threads 
and cloth or material cause and its Product. 


In-the same manner you find grounds justi. 
fying identity between the Parts and the whole, 
Identity is:found of these two. When thus the 
whole is an‘integrated identical homogeneous 
substance yet in practice we make difference in 


. them, and that we do ao, on the intrinsic Visheshas 


which inhere in the substonce. 

And again identity and difference though 
contradictory of each other yet they settle in ‘one 
substance on the ‘strength of these Visheshas- 
When they are actually seen to reside peacefully 
in thə same place and at:the same time we need 
not seek for higher evidences. 


Bhagavan Shri Hari and other souls‘ too are 
identical with their parts and qualities ‘and actions 


ghd at same time different from other souls, 
: Prakriti and others. ~All the ‘attributes and 
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qualities are co-extensive with Paramatman, 
and hence identical. with. hime But in material 
substances. some. qualities are not. co-extensive 
but: are.destroyed before the: substances. These: 
are different cum. non-different. Because they. 
are found like that: 


It is our doctrine that Part and the whole 
are identical. But it isin conceivable how: they. 
can: be both different and identical. For those 
are the different: oum identical attributes which 
perish completely. when- the substance- survives- 
These substances:are different from God Hari and 
the souls. They are the insantient things (a). 


~ But one should not. suppose that they are. 
different and identical by turns at different times. 
For instance as long as these attributes are there 
in the substance they are identical and when. the 
attributes are destroyed leaving the substance. 
intact they are different. They are different cum 
identical only when they are there in the substance 
at one andthe same time- 


But the attribute, that is destroyed is now- 
non-existing. And hence difference from it is in- 
opportune. When it. is. existing it: is identical: 
with the substance and henoe. its destruction is 
not possible». | 
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This impossible is made possible only by- 

‘its peroeption-. Again it is said that the whole 

that is co-exteasive with its parts is identical with 

its parts is identical with them. That whole 

which does not co-extend with its parts is both 
differsat cum identical with them. 


Now a question arises: The whole and the 
parts, as said before, are identical (when oo- 
extensive). If so there is contact of one part 
with the whole and with other parts. How is this 
contact executed ?. It is a part that seeks contact 
with the other parts and the whole.’ ‘For a part 
has its parts in all directions. Hence a part 
contacts only a part of another Part, But this 
leads to logical fallacy. For instance a part A to. 
contact with B, contacts with B's part , BI; and 
Al and not A gets contact with Bl and hot. B. Al 
again to contact with B) has its part. A2 to 
contact with B2. and soon and so forth- This 
goes on ad infinitum. So there is infinite Regress- | 


‘This partition into parts goes on because a. 
part has been accepted as having endless parts. 
So this theory that a substance to get contact 


with another substance seeks contact through 
their parts, is not acceptible. 


But this theory of contact deserves close 
study. Two substances like pot and pan get 
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contacted. .If we seek this contact through parts 
only, really that will lead to infinite regress. 
We do not say that every where the contact of 
the whole is not through parts. What we said 
was every time the contact takes place, the 
the contact resides in the part of the substance 
and hence the contacted substance must have 
parts. This was our contention in the context 
of atoms. | | 


‘Samyoga was divided into three kinds of 
which the third kind was the contact of the 
body and the tree through the contact of hand 
and tree. Here there is no contact of body 
and tree, other than the contact of hand and tree- 
For the contact in the hand that is produced by 
the activity of the hand is the contact of body 
and the tree, as there is no difference between 
body and hand. Therefore when there is the 
touch of impurity to the hand, it is the body 
that undergoes purification and the hand is 
purified. 


Thus the parts and the whole are identical. 
Hence in the same manner, Division of division 
is discarded. Vibhaga is of two kinds. The first 
kind is cause and non-cause are divided. The 
second is cause alone is separated: When there 
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is separation of the hand and the tree there is 
the separation of Body and: the tree. This is the 
first kind of Division. This is explained as 
follows. There is activity in the hand and the 
hand is taken away from the tree. This separation 
of body and tree. The hand: is the cause of the 
body and the tree is not the cause of the body, 
Hence ¿thie division: is division of cause and no 
cause. The second is the division caused by the 
cause: A piece of cloth is made up of two threads. 
When there is activity in one thread it causes 
separation of one thread from the other. When 
these two threads are separated there is the loss of 
contact and there is the division in the piece of 
cloth. This is the division caused by the cause 
of the cloth. 

The first division is not proper. For there is 
no other division called division of body and tree. 
other than the division of hand and body. From. 
this division of hand and body is produced the 
division of body and tree. Bo the aotivity of 
the hand becomes the activity of the body and 
hand. Because there is. identity of hand and body, 
Henoe there is no other division of the whole than 
the division of parts. 


Now the second division too is: more illogical 
than the first. From the very activity of a 
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‘thread causes separation or ‘division of another 
thread from the first aa well as from the sky,there 
is no necessity of following a sequence or series. 


+ The idea of.a sequence is this. The. thread 
throbbing with activity is seperated from the 
thread that is inactive. This division is caused 
by mere cause (second variety) the thread, which 
activated, causes division of the sky contacting 
the inactive thread. Thie is the process. 


‘This idea of: ‘proves. isillogical. Still if you 
stick to- it you. willbe reduced to committing 
logical: offence. Two fingers. contacting, with each 
other ia. finger contacting ‘the eky, are not the 
causes. of: the formation: of :a: substance. ‘Hence 
the division of two. fingers, or ` the ‘division of 
finger and the sky, is the enemy of the contact 
of two-fingers or contact of a finger and- thè sky 
that is nonproduced but is not inimical to 
produotive contact: But you shall have to forego’ 
enemity in the first instance and friendship in 
the second instance. i 


Thea the discussion enters into a whirl pool 
of logical subtleties. At this time without being 
caught in the vortex of nice distinction lot us 
follow the argument.in the investigation of truth: 
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We also took recourse. to, says Sidhanti, to such 

arguments as we ourselves did not agree with, to 
refute the arguments of the opponent, Now the 
Sidhanti takes te arguments which form the 
bases of his doctrines. That is ew argument in 
which one uses a statement in one meaning; but 
it. is interpreted in another meaning which is 
not meant, and then it is contradicted. 


In ‘As the whole and the part. are identical’ 
the Sidhanti argued that if the whole had a 
contact (with’ some thing else it must have that 
contact. with its part. Therefore if the atom gets 
contacted with another atom the atom must have 
a part. A partleas thing cannot get contacted with 
another. In this meaning the Sidhanti used the 
sentence ‘siaa: dali wala” (gets contacted with its 
part). But another meaning ‘the contact of the 
whole depends upon the contact of the part’ was 
given and it was shown that it would lead to, 
infinite regress, This is chala argument: 


Now a fair argument is taken recourse to. 
~*fhe contact of the whole is found residing in its 
part. And hence there is no infinite regress’ 
When this is a confirmed fact it cannot lead to 
infinite regress: Because it does not lead: to some 
thing that is unacceptable to us.. 
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If the Sidhanti is threatened with the reason- 
ing that ‘if the contact of the whole does not 
reside in the part-.-.(gomething un toward happens) 
the opposer must say. But before that we show 
that the contact of whole resides in its part in 
the part.. 


Because we actually perovive it and percept- 
ion ia an accepted proof. When so the Sidhanti 
argues that if we find increase in the magnitude 
of the effeot (greater magnitude than that of the 
cause) it is due to increase in the magnitude of 
cause. Rope is the effect of cotton. If you take 
two bundles of cotton for making a rope then you 
find the rope doubled in size. 


Let us apply this truth to the present case. 
If the contact does not reside. in a part (of the 
whole substance) then you eannot explain how 
two atoms produce Dvyanuka, or binary atom of 
inoreased magnitude. This is a harmful truth to 
Vaisheshika.. For this is contradiction in logio:. 


Vaisheshika. rëstrióte the application of the 
rule thus. That inorease of magnitude which is 
born of the magnitude of the cause really increa.. 
868 when there i is an increase in the magnitude of 
the cause. But the magnitudë of Dyyanuka 
is not produced by the magnitude of the cause; 
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but is born of the number of the cause. Hence 
there is no inorease of magnitude in Dvyanuka- 


If so in tryanuka also let there:be no inorease 
in magnitude; because the magnitude’ of tryanuka 
also may not.be produced ‘by the increase in 
magnitude of Dvyanuka, but by only the numbers 
of oause- Hence the theory of creation as 
propounded by Vaisheshika does not appeal to 
those who are rationalists. i 


Now the Sidhanti makes: clear his theory of. 
relation of identity and identity cum difference 
between the parts. and the whole. Fn the. case‘of 
the sky and such others: the whole is oo-extensive 
with its parte and the parts and the whole are 
identical. In the same manner in the oase of 
cloth and jts parte threads, the whole and the 
parte together. are identioal. But the. whole and 
a single part are related as identical cum different. 
All this-is apprehended. by Perception: 


But an objection is raised here. It is not 
recsonable to say that the whole piece of cloth 
and its parts (threads) are identical. Because 
even when the parts or threads are there, the 
the whole. the piece of cloth is not there. Because 
in separate things there i is the relation of difference . 
cum identity. Just as a single thread is different 
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cum identical with the whole so also all threads 
together are different cum identical with the 
“whole. ‘This is corroborated by Brahma tarka 
which states- “who has seen a piece of oloth 
different from thé threads ? If the whole is iden- 
tical with the parts how can there be the absence 
of cloth when there are ‘threads ? 


l This objection is squarely.. met with by the 
Sidhanti. A piece, of: cloth: consists. of threads 
woven. together as warp and woof. When threads 
are there a8. Warp snd, woof you will not find the 
absence of oloth. Therefore. the. threads thus 
woven together. are identical with. the piece- of 
“loth. When they aro not thus related there is 
difference oum identity between the parts and the 
whole, Thus everything is cogent and coherent. 


The objector without. understanding the 
meaning of his statement, thinks that the piece 
of cloth. is threads woven as warp and woof only. 
So he says that the Sidhauti is becoming an 
apostate as he is approaching: the atomic: theory 
of creation from a cluster. of: atoms: 

But the Sidhanti pleads ‘not guilty’ and 
proves. his innocence of apostacy. What the 
opponent meant by the allegation’ of the theory 

of cluater of atoma is this : The Vaisheshikas who 
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described this theory of atomic clusters as the 
origin of creation explained that cow, pot, intellect 
are all but different groups of atoms adjusted’ 
‘into peculiar relations of compressions. Hence 
they admit only oausal parte and do not admit 
‘the whole as effeet, different from parts. -For no 
whole as different from parts is warranted by 
‘evidences. Here also the opponent alleges that 
‘the Shidhanti will be forced to admit this kind 
‘of atomio theory of creation. _ 

To this objection Shidhanti replies that for 
argument’s sake he would admit that there is 
identity’ between the qualified and the qualities. 
Yet the substance never stands, bereft of qualities. 
So also peouliarly related threada alone constitute 
cloth. Yet there is no. absence of oloth- Uniquely 
related threads also are existing and oloth also is 
existing. But that piece of cloth is not different 
from the threads. ~ 

This has been possible on- account: of the 
existence of Vishesha in the substance. It seems 
that cloth is different from the threads; because 
it comes into existence after the threads are related 
as warp and woof. It also seems that one thread 
does not make a piece of cloth. Beoause one 
thread does not give the idea of cloth. Yet it is 
Pratyaksha or perception never sublated that 
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warrants us this knowledge of identity of threads 
and cloth. For the cognition of threads and 
cloth is apprehended by Sakshi as different from 
the cognition of begging bowl and juju fruits. 


Wedo not oall the relation of warp and woof 
as cloth. on the other hand that peouliar and 
final configuration which comes out of the related 
threads is cloth, Never do we find ‘all threads’ 
apart from single threads one by one.There also we 
‘find the apprehension of identity. As for a single 
thread not making a piece of cloth, it only entails 
the thought of difference between the two, but 
never denies the identity warranted by perception” 


Many more objections are raised against the 
theory of identity, between, the whole and the 
parts. And these objections are explained. away 
by presenting the theory. in the right. perspective: 
Then there is a long. discussion on the concepts 
of ‘contact’ ‘division’ ‘separateness’ and ‘number’ 
which are subsumed under the category of 
‘Quality’ in the Vaisheshika system. 


For instance the Sidhanti takes, the concepts 
of Samyoga;, Vibhaga and Prithaktva. They each 
‘reside in one substance and not many. But they 
all seem to be associated with two objects: 
Samyoga has two poles- each one contacting one 
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object. This polar relation of Samyoga has ite 
poles attached to two objects. So is the case with 
division (Vibhaga) and separatene ss (Prithaktva). 

But really speaking these are not found in 
two objects. Samyoga relates A with B. Yot 
‘Samyoga related to BisinA- And Samyoga 
related to A resides in B. So Samyoga though 
joining two things yet resides in one, bringing 
‘about the contact of the other- So fs the oase 
with division and separateness. . 

But the objector objeots that Prithaktva 
cannot be explained thus. For the concept of 
Prithak is like this: cloth is separate from pot 
and pot is separate from cloth. Thus 
this concept incorporates cognitions in 
which each is the counter—entity of the other. 
This ia an instance’in which one separateness is 
cognised as residing in one. And both are gepa- 
rately cognised: But there are such concepts also 
as- ‘Thess two aré different’ and all these are 
different’: These multifarious ‘separateness’es 
reside in many and they are cognised as many- 
For there is no Proof to say that separateness 
chaving a oounter entity does not reside in that 
_oounter entity. 

The rejoinder to this objection is expressed 
Jn the. following manner;- In the concepts ‘these 
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ate separate’ separateness. is seen in: multitude 
in the same manner as in- the concept- ‘These 
pieces of cloth are white’. In this latter: concept 
‘many pieces of cloth and many whitenesses’ are 
seon- In fair play, this must be admitted. Nor 
can it be pleaded that one separateness is exhi- 
bited as many. For there is no such evidence to 
prove this peoulfar thing. The difference or 
sepsrateness appears as having two Dharmees 
(Resorts): 


But itis said that it is the opinion of the 
‘speaker that séttles number and gender of the 
words. ‘Therefore it is inferred that Bheda is 
one but has two resorts (Dharmaes). Therefore 
the Sidhanti caiinot plead that the concept which 
‘shows many differences having mutual countér 
entities has many resorts. 

The Sidhanti rejoins: that the singular number 
used there does not affect the plurality of 
difference. Because there are such usages- ‘Dinner 
of Brahmin's. ‘Dinner’ though’ singular. connotes 
many dinners. Or the. singular number may 
suggest a group or multitude. 


A former objection is refuted in this context. 
The objection was'that ‘the whole isone but the 
parts are many and there cannot be identity 


4 


378 


between the whole and the parts. If it were ao 
the parts also would be identical or the whole 
would be different- 


Now the refutation considers the possible 
» alternatives first- 1) Does identity between the 
whole and the parts imply identity between parts 
themselves? 2)*Or in the state of being related 
(as warp and woof} is the identity between the 
parts meant ? 3) Or at other time ? 


The reply runs like this- ‘In the firet alter- 
native in. the case of an eternal entity like the 
sky where the parts are said to be identical with 
the whole, really the parts of the eternal sky are 
identical with each other. In the case of a non- 
eternal substance like cloth ( which is produced ) 
in whioh condition it was said. to- be - 
identical witk. its parts, it isone only. But 
in the condition of being related as warp and 
woof, the condition ‘being artificial and created 
the relation between cloth and threads is difference 
‘cum identity. The Jast alternative is to be 
explained thus. There is identity between a single 
thread and the collection of threads. Still we 
find there is difference also between them. There- 
fore there is no occasion for identity between 
themselves. 
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Universal and a substance. a particular 
and universal is a problem in philosophy- It is 
® question of finding unity in multiplicity. There 
is the ‘cowness’ which is said to be residing in all 
cows: This ‘cowness’ is called universal or Jati 
while each cow is a partioular or individual Now 
if is sèid that this universal also resides in each 
individual, just as contact and others were shown 
to reside În each individual. Because it is its 
fixed or characteristic quality. 


Acharya in his Anuvyakhyana cites Awa and 
others. as examples. ` We know that there are 
certain qualities. which are o0-extensive with 
substances and some others are non- -extensive- 
Now Brahminhood is nonod-extensive quality’ 
. Because even when the Brahmin survives bis 
Brahminhood might be lost by the committing 
of great sins like the murder.of a Brahmin. So 
Brahniinhood:: is not, co-extensive with the 
Brahmin. ‘Hence also each Brahmin is different 
from the other: So now the opponent cannot 
press us to accept aña or identity between the 
individuals themselves; when we accept identity 
or aia between the individuals and the Brahmin 
hood. Because there is the reason of non-coex- 
tenstveness between individuals, If one Brahmin 
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hood is accepted to reside in all Brahmins then 
the opponent may press the aïe among indivi- 
duals. But when Sidhanti clearly explains that 
Brahminhood in each Brahmin is entirely new» 
and unique and may disappear even when the 
Brahmin survives, identity cannot be supposed 
to exist between such varient members. _ 


Now this discussion terminates with a quot- 
ation from Shruti:-“All things atand one different 
from the other with one’s qualities different from 
other’s qualities. .fhe things are identical with 
their innate qualities and forms. Those adj unots 
which perish when their resorts survive. are 
different oum identioal with their resorts: The 
‘instance for this last variety is the blueness of 
unbaked earthen pots before they, are burnt. 
Lord Hari is different from all except his own 
qualities’, | | 


At this stage one Section of Naiyayikas, 
known. as Peelupakavadi raises an objection 
against the theory. of nonoo-extensive nature of 
certain qualities. of a. substance like pot. He 
presents a very enticing. process of change under- 
. gone by a Substance like. pot. 


When the unbaked earthen pot comes in 
contact with fire, its constituent atoms have 
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activity under the impact of fire. This ‘activity 
produces division or separation among those. 
atome; and this division gives rise to destruction 
of contact of the atoms. From the destruction 
of contact, the structure of the product under- 
goes wholesale disintegration right from ‘the 
highest component part to the lowest component 
‘part atom. When the disintegration is complete 
the atom comes.in contact with fire. Due to that 
heat the blueness of: the atom is‘lost. By the 
next contact of the fire through its heat other 
qualities, born. of heat - (baking): appear: in the 
atom. In this romantic process the fate or 
destiny of the man who is.going: to.enjoy it (to 
make use. of it) is involved. The soul comes in 
contact with the atom carrying: the destiny with 
him and produces potentiality in it (md). Each 
atom thus loaded, comes in contact with. its own 
kind and runs its process of chivalrous re constr- 
uction.. A binary è triad and then its multiples 
lead to'the final production of the finished struo- 
ture In this process the law of caysal quality 
produces the quality in the effects Naiyayika 
does not understand how the blueness of the 
unbaked pot is a non-coextensive quality. 


' This charming story of the process of cons- 
truction has not got truth behind it. In spite of 
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the adumbration of proofs offered by thë Naiya- 
yika, the fact that the substande survives the 
destruction of the qualities like form and colour 
and that some qualities are born due to contact 
with fire, cannot be denied. A. long disoussion 
continues but the factual proof given by the 
Sidhanti holds its own. . 

Now a long exposition and argumentation. 
begins on the topio of Jati or Samanya(universal) 
whioh was briefly touched before.’ As Jati plays 
an import part in Semantics, the case has been 
taken up for reconsideration. 

-It was said that Jati acoording to N aiyayika. 
ds one (gë aÑetiaa arati) and is found common in 
many things. This theory of universality Was 
refuted point blank. But now the Natyayike, 
raises up the question again. ‘For refutation of 
the theory that sifa is commonly found in many 
individuals or particulars faces a strong contra- 
diction» Because if one oommon property like 
cowness is not found in all the individual cows, 
then the knowledge that the word cow connotes 
the individual cow is not available for use This: 
is not the only objection. In the samemanner law 
of causality cannot be established. The operation 
of inference will cease because Vyapti or conco- 
mitance cannot be known. © 
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Tn order to show that the Jati or universal 
is found common in all particulars, the Tarkika 
falls back upon its utility in various forme of 
knowledge. For instance the aids in knowledge 
are the use of words by. the grown up people. 
Grammar and dictionary are the next sduroes. 
But consulting these sources at every stop makes 
verbal expression boring On the other hand if 
the child is instructed that there is ‘cowness’ in 
every individual cow, and what that cowness is, 
the child, at every instance of the presentation 
of a cow, calls it cow- Because there he finds 
cowness. He does not call a horse a cow, because 
there is no cowness in it. 


This is a very fascinating process which the 
Naiyayika has conceived. But Acharya tells us 
that even without this common and: eternal 
concept of Jati, all verbal expressions and. their 
use’ can be: explained. 


For Similarity will do the work of common 
Jati ag an sid in the knowledge of word and its 
meaning. This Sadrisya is one of the catsgories. 
If this similarity servés the purpose of an aid to 
acquire the knowledge of the word and its 
meaning, there is no necessity of an additional 
category like Samany or Jati. Therefore; it is not 
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necessary to:conceive Jati as commonly existing 
in many members of ita class, The elderly people 
have accepted Grammar, Similarity, dictionary 
the instruction of a reliable man, the use of 
words in the particular meaning and many others 
as aids'to understand the meaning of a word. 


Ehe statement ‘this is a cow’ does not.refer to 
only one cow; but it refers to this and to similar 
cows- For. they are, all fit to be called by the word 
ow. The one who wishes to know, not. ouly 
knows that the animal before him is to be called 
‘a cow’; but also he knows. that others. are to-be 
called by the word ‘cow’ because they:.are similar 
to this. He knows a rule of concomitance that 
whatever : {s like this is tobe called a cow. By 
this process: the Sidhanti has achieved something 
distinct inthe knowledge of the word and ‘its 
meaning. He need:not admit that there ‘is one 
‘eternal common thing called Jati residing in all 
objects which come under that class. But Sidh- 
anti makes use of the sense of similarity which is 
alroady accepted as a category. 


But how oan similarity lead us to the meaning 
of a word?¥or if this similarity resides commonly 
in all things to be- called by that word, why 
should Jati be rejected? If similarity is not 
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common to all objects how will it’ be useful in 
giving knowledde of all objects to be called by 
that word ? For the objects like ‘cows’ that are 
far away from the knower cannot be known by 
him, And they all belong to the class of cows 
and are fit to be called cows. So the knower 
cannot form a comprehensive point of similarity 
existing in all objects called by that name, — 


We must be very clear about the sense of 
similarity. The Sidhanti does not accept similarity 
in the field of simantics as the sense or meaning 
of the word or the reason for the use of the word. 
He has accepted similarity only as a sign for the 
use of the word. For instance earth is defined as 
‘giving out smell’. But this ‘smellingness’ (iama) 
is not the etymological meaning of the word 
earth, Nor is it the reason to oall earth by the 
word earth. But it is accepted only as a ‘sign’ 
which helps the knower to call the object having 
‘earthness’ by the name ‘earth’. 


Shri Raghavendra quotes here Tarka Tandava, 
In dida: aes: Ww: gas ais: (Chaitra has a stiok- 
the cloth is white; the cook is a worshipper.) the 
words ¿&t and others (qs: and wae) are to be 
derived. There is not one thing common to all. 
For stick is a substance, white ts a quality and 
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cooking is action. Still these words are used to 
refer to their respective objects. In the same 
manner even if Samanya were to be foud uniquely 
different in each object still the word can cannote 
the sense and the word can be used to refer to 
that object. 


In the same manner similarity though not 
common to all similar things yet it oan be used 
a3 a sign to use a particular word in a partioular 
sense. Hence it was stated before that ‘this is a 
cow’ means “this object that is befere you and 
other similar objects are called by the word ‘oow™” 
when the use of a particular word is repeated we 
derive a universal rule or concomitance that 
wherever the similarity is found the word {a used. 


Thus without admitting a common Jati, the 
use of a word referring to a particular individual 
is explained on the principle of similarity which 
is uniquely different in every object. 


The Sidhanti then exposes the flaws in the 
reasoning of the N aiyayika who admits, a common 
Jatiin the use of words. The Naiyayika at last 
takes resort to the nature or essence of every 
object which, he thinks, muat be common to al] 
objects belonging to that class. 
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But this admission of essence being common 
to all objects of that class leads to infinite regress. 
For in order to call that essence, ‘Essence’, 
Eseenceness must be admitted in essence. Even 
that Essenceness must have another essence 
common to all essenceness and so on and so forth. 
Bo this search for Jati common to all individuals 
is a wild goose chase. 


After thls Samavaya is taken for oritical 
survey and its unity, universality, and eternity, 
are refuted. Now the Sidhanti explains his cono— 
eption of a qualified thing which is used in both 
sacred and secular speech and writing. 


This qualified thing is neither the qualifying 
word or Visheshana, nor is it the relation: But it 
is the thing qualified: In our (shidhanti) system 
it is not mere thing or substantive. The qualified 
substantive is characterised in two ways. The 
configuration of qualifiedness lasts till the quali- 
fied substantive lasts. Or it is not coo-extensive 
with the substantive, The firat type is that the 
qualified is closely identical with the substantive. 
For instance God is omniscient. This configuration 
of Divine omniscience involves the close identity 
of God and omniscience because omniscience is 
the very essence of God. If the relatlon of the 
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adjective is co-extensive with the substantive, 
then the qualified configuration is identical with 
the substantive. Such is the concept ‘God is 
omniscient’, 


In the second type the qualified is differen, 
cum identical with the substantive. The instance 
is a mountain with fire. The mountain aided by 
the contact of fire ends in a different configuration. 
The relation of identity oum difference that existe 
between the Visheshya and Vishista is also the 
essence of the Visheshya or substance. Yet by 
the strength of Vishesha the defeot of promiscuity 
is avoided. ` 


This qualified configuration is sometimes 
non-being though the substantive is positive or 
being. For instanoe ‘the pot does not understand’, 
When the adjective is negative the qualified 
substantive also becomes negative in character. 
Sometimes the substantive being non-being when 
qualified becomes being or positive in character. 
The instance is ‘Negation or Abhava is’ or 
Negation is conceivable. 


Thus in this wonderful world we find a 
positive thing endowed with negative qualities 
and negative thing qualified with positive attri- 
butes. We cannot deny the existence of these 
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things as they are warranted by perception with 
infallible veracity. When thus we find that all 
positive things possess negative attributes and all 
negative things posses positive attributes and as 
we admit that qualified thing is identical with 
qualifying attributes we conclude that.all positive 
things are negative and all negative things are 
positive. 


But this will not lead to epstemological 
anarchy. For that is being which is the object 
of first affirmation and that is non—being which is 
the object of first negation. There is nothing 
wrong in a negative thing having a positive 
attributes or predioation or vice versa. Hence 
we use such statements as- “Destruction is, 
Negation is,”’. 


The nature of mutual negation and difference 
are further discussed. Mutual negation (aaarara) 
Is of. the following type, az: qata: Pot is not cloth. 
It was stated before that a non-being (ama) will 
have positive attributes, and vice versa. So the 
objector now objects that though mutual negation 
has positive attributes, still the negation is not 
of the nature of Dharmi, it is different in nature 
from positive thing. Hence your statement that 
Bhava is Abhava in nature ie not borne out here. 
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Even if it is pleaded by Shidhanti that this 
mutual negation ls nothing but difference (az: va 
fags) or Bheda and Bheda is nothing but the 
essence of the substance (that is said to be 
different), Still mutual negation is different from 
essential difference( eaaa). Because this essential 
difference is to be found in all things like substa- 
nce or Dravya and others. But mutual negation 
is limited to certain places only: For mutual 
negation is not to be found in non-being. If it is 
argued so it leads to infinite regress; Hence we 
must admit, says the opponent, that mutual 
negation is different from essential difference. 
It was argued separateness was to be in Abhava 
or non-being, on the ground that if Abhava is noz 
separate from other things then there will be 
promiscuity. But the opponent says that Abhava 
stands distinguished from other tnings. by its 
own nature. 


Now Sidhanti comes forward with his own 
concept of Bheda which subsumes Prithaktva and 
mutual negation and calls these as synonyms 
conveying the same meaning ‘difference’. To 
form different concepts of indistinguishable things 
is carrying coals to New castle. For these words 
are used both in sacred and secular literature 
&8 synonyms, 
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At this stage Mayavadi contends that what 
the Sidhanti propounded so long was not accept— 
able to him. The Sidhanti said that mutual 
negation and separateness connote nothing more 
than essential difference, and hence they are in 
nature both positive and negative. But Mayavadi 
contends that this contention of the Sidhanti is 
not warranted by evidence. Because difference 
cannot constitute the essence or core of a thing. 
To form the concept of Bheda or difference 
Mayavadi takes ,recourse to the etymological 
meaning of Bheda. Ra is derived from the root 
faq which means (faatu), rending or splitting up. 
This form àa is instrumental in sense. Hence 
Bheda signifies means of splitting into two parts. 


Hence Mayavadi contends that Bheda cannot 
be of the nature of the thing, If it is of the 
positive nature of a thing even that thing shall 
have to undergo splitting. Then the part that is 
split also is of the nature of Bheda and then that 
also will be split. This endless splitting lands us 
on complete Vacuum or emptiness. 


The Mayavadi follows another method to 
arrive at the same conclusion. If difference is 
the nature of every thing you cannot have the 
idea of unity or oneness with reference to any. 
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thing, For Bheda is incompaltble with oneness 
whion is always found with Abheda its contra— 
dictory term. Hence Bheda and Abheda cannot 
be found in one thing at one and the same time. 
For oneness not finding & place in any thing will 
drive away multitude also from that thing. 
Because manynesgs is the collection of oneness; or 
it is the production of oneness.Where There is no 
oneness and no multitude there is surely emptiness. 


Besides, the nature or essence of ‘a thing is 
self dependent and hence it does not require the 
help of any counter entity. But if the Bheda is 
the essence or nature of athing it should not 
require the help of a counter entity. So it goes 
very hard for the Shidhanti to say that Bheda is 
of the nature of a thing. The mayavadi contends 
that he should come to grips with facts. ‘az is 
different from qz, and in this statement difference 
along with ite counter entity (qeafsatfne Ra differ- 
ence from qz is seen in uz) is said to be of the 
nature of sz or substance. Mayavadi contended 
that Shidhanti is treading on a very trecherous 
ground in holding this view. Beoause every thing 
different from Brahma will be easily proved to be 
of the nature of Brahma; and easily Advaitavada 
ja proved in its highest truth. 
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Now begins the tirade of arguments of the 
Sidhanti to refute all the above mentioned minor 
objections. If difference assumes the form of 
essence of a thing to be differentiated, it is wonder 
that it wiil lead to emptiness. Difference is said 
to be of the nature of splitting. It does not split 
pot. There is pot; this pot is not split; but the 
pot is split from oloth its counter entity. But it 
does not split pot by means of oloth (as if it were 
a club to break that pot).Thia sort of Vidarana or 
splitting does not lead to emptiness. Sidhanti has 
accepted Bheda in its abstract sense (atd) and not 
in its instrumental sense, still Vidarana does not 
tear itself but tears its object. But even if it 
‘outs itself to pieces it goes on decreasing in 


‘agnitude. It will never exhaust itself in 
cutting: 


Besides Bheda is not of the nature of splitt- 
ing: But if it is acoepted then Bheda or Vidarana 
only means division or Vibhaga. This is one 
meaning of Bheda. Difference is another meaning 
> which is the very nature of the substances. Now 
no one finds any objection against wareqaz. 


Here Sidhanti takes up the question of the 
number of attribute of God Hari. Naiyayika 
thinks God to have eight qualities. This arbitrasy 
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number is highly insulting to those who think 
that He has infinite number of qualities. In 
Bhagavata Tatparya it is stated that he has not 
only infinite number of attributes; but each 
attribute is infinite. 


Now what is the kind of knowledge Brahmen 
Possesses ? It is a knowledge characterised with 
innumerable objects to prove his all-knowing 
nature. Really speaking if G od’s knowledge 
is uncharacterised by the relation of object then. 
God cannot claim, omniscience or all knowledge. 
This is a serious loss to God. 


Some Vaisheshikas think that God’s knowle- 
dge, desire, and effort are not marred by any 
characterisation of their objects: But it was now 
shown that knowledge without its object does 
not prove his omniscience- In the same manner 
his desire and effort also without being related to 
their objects do not prove the unlimited nature 
of God’s desire and effort. 


But this contention of the Vaisheshikas is 
not logically sound. Yor if his knowledge is not 
characterised by its innumerable objects it 
becomes very difficult to explain the omniscience 
nature of God. In the same manner if his desire 
and efforts are colourless and are not marked by 
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all objects (of desire and effort) he cannot be 
proved to be the doer of all deeds (aiat) But- 
we have accepted the theory of his all knowing 
and doing nature. Hence we cannot plead for un 
marked or uncharacterised knowledge of God. 


Vaisheshika pleads for conditioned dema- 
rkation of knowledge (but pure by nature}. He 
contends that His knowledge is pure knowledge. 
-But when it is conditioned by pot or pan, then it 
is said to be knowledge of pot or pan. In the 
same manner his desire is homogenious and 
integrated; but at the time of creation God’® 
desireis said to be ‘desire to create’. Same is the 
casewith hig effort. So though his knowledge 
and other things are not marked by any 
speciality (faa) yet on account of certain condi- 
tions (aaf) they become specialised (afaña) and 
hence his all knowing and doing (aaata and aiwa) 
become justified. 


But this is no justification, Sidhanti argues 
that natural or conditional, the speciality, in know 
ledge or desire or effort, does exist- Then touched 
by it knowledge cannot remain pure and is bereft 
of any mark or speciality. If, on the otherhand 
Vishesha or speciality does not exist his omni- 
gofence cannot be justified. Thus the theory of 
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Vaisheshika’s pure knowledge pure desire and 
pure effort is not reasonable. 


In this very context Vaisheshika’s theory of 
knowledge is further sorutinised. He does not 
admit self luminosity of God’s knowledge and 
yet he argues that God is omniscient- But 
Vaishashika does not admit one knowledge which 
apprehends both himself and all other things. 
He firat apprehends all objects out side him self. 
Then in the second he apprehends the knowledge 
of the first knowledge. There are two cognitions 
and not one incorporating both. These two 
cognitions combined form his omniscience. 


But if this is the process of God’s knowledge 
in your theory, you are committed to acknowledge 
self luminousness of knowledge- Because the 
second knowledge must oognise itself also. If not 
you shall have to recognise a third knowledge to 
cognise the second and so on and so forth. Thus 
you are committed to infinite Regress, says the 
Sidhanti. - Hence he presses that one knowledge 
not only apprehends its objects, but apprehends 
itself also. That is self luminousness. 


Sidhanti sums up what he wants to say about 
God. Shruti alone tells us about the nature and 
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qualities of God. No other means of knowledge 
apprehends God. Now Shruti desoribes Hari as 
one full of auspicious qualities. Hence any 
inference trying prove God to be miserable is 
foiled in ita attempt; becauso Shruti which alone 
bas the capacity to apprehended God is opposed 
to all such inferences. Hence God is proved to 
be full of untarnished and auspicious qualities 
each one unlimited in its application and reference 
and completely perfect in its nature- Shruti thus 
stands infallible instrument of knowledge of 
God, challenging the validity of other instruments 
that try to villify God. 


The Sutrakara wants to expose another flaw in 
the theory of creation which runs counter to reason. 
The Vaisheshikas and some others like him acqept 
that in eternal time there is the period known as 
time of oreation and again there is time known 
as time of destruotion. The atoms are there and 
they form into binaries and triads and so on: 
Thus the five elements come into existence. But 
this theory of creation is not consistent with 
their other parts of theory- 


For according to their doctrine, even before 
there is desire of God for creation, let their be 
creation. Beoause all the pre-requisites for 
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creation are there ready. The atoms are ready 
always» And they constitute the material cause 
of world creation. And the efficient cause, the 
desire of God also is eternal. Religious merit and 
demerit which is Adrista is non-eternal, yet it is 
accepted by the Vaisheshika to be present at 
the time of dissolution of the world. The temp- 
erament or inclination towards creation depends 
upon God’s desire and hence, as His desire is 
eternal it might be taken as present. | 


Thus when all the pre-requisites that consti- 
tute cause are present, the effect will, of its own 
acoord, come into existence. Hence creation must 
be found even when it is not expected. And hence 
let this creation be present even at the time of 
universal destruction; or at all times. In the same 
manner universal destruction also, is possible at 
all times in his theory- 

The great defect in his theory is that he does 
not admit of parts in time to conform to creation 
and destruction. But the Sidhanti admits of 
natural parts in the eternal time. And hence we 
can very well explain and adjust creation and 
destruction so as to conform to their bounds 
of time. 

But these parts of time must be either eternal 
or non eternal. If those parts are eternal then 
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the question of possibility of creation at all times 
cannot be averted. All the attempts to divide 
Kalu or time is futile. If the parts non eternal 
‘then the cause for the partition must be found out- 


Yes we do accept all these conditions. The 
material cause, in the Sidhanti’s system, is 
Prakriti no doubt. The efficient cause is the 
parts of time that are always at the disposal of 
God’s will. These parta are flowing in incessant 
current. Shruti is the instrument that warrants 
the constant flow of temporal parts- 


The three entities, God Hari, time and space 
are self existent yet time and space are eternally 
dependent on God Hari, 


Another, flaw, is exposed in the Vaisheshika 
system. The atom has form, flavour, and thuch 
and hence it is concluded that it is non-eternal. 
Then he reviews all the various syllogisms whioh 
are offered to prove four kinds of different atoms 
to be non-eternal; But these syllogisms should 
not like boomrang come back and hit the one 
thet has hurled them. 

But Shidhanti clears his position. No deubt 
he too has admitted subtle elemental parts which 
are eternal. But the atoms are not the subtle 
elemental parts. Those atoms are the accretions 
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(evaa) of Tamas Ahankara and its effects... And 
these serve the purpose of subtle elemental parts 
to form the nuoleus for creation, Hence they 
are deformed in this original form and they are 
effects and hence non eternal. So these atoms 
are quite different fn nature from those which 
Sidhanti has accepted as subtle elemental parts 
which are eternal. 


Besides this system is not at all acceptable to 
those who believe in vedas. Hence the Sidhanta 
is in no way harmed by the tenets of this system: 


Now begins the scrutiny of the Sourgat 
system or Boudha- system» Raghavendra adds a 
note that after a rationalist aheretic is examined: 
Theee Bandhas are of four types: they are 
Vaibhashikas Santrantikas Madhyamikes, and 
yoga charas. Now Vaisheshikas were taken ‘for 
sorutiny and in their system world was- accepted 
as real and produced from atoms. Now Vaibha— 
shikas and Santrantikas. also have. a similar 
doctrine and hence they are called for review. 
Avaidika heretic is a more powerful enemy than 
a Vaidika heretic. Hence these two are selected 
for oritical study- 


The Vaibhashikas say that every thing ig 
momentary. This does not require any extra~ 
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neous cause to destroy a thing every moment, 
But by its own nature a thing stands for a 
moment and is destroyed. Really speaking sticks 
and others do not destroy a thing. They merely 
produce broken parts out of a pet. 

But this theory of momentariness of every 
thing does not help a cause to produce an effeot 
but becomes afhindrance to the production, For 
the cause coming in contact with action must 
produce the effect as its result. Then the effect 
again will be a cause for the next effect. Where 
is scope for momentariness? — 

To this the protagonist of momentariness 
replies that it is only the group of atoms that 
is called pot. There is no whole other than 
the group of parts. Hence momentariness never 
comes in the way of the cause producing the 
effect. Budha ‘ought to Lave said that Pot is only 
atoms. But an atom is ore and a pot is big so as 
to be perceived. 

In order to get rid of the contradiction 01 
perception, Budba uses the word ‘group’. 
Because though atom singly is not perceptible and 
is not big yet. the group is perceptible and is big. 

To this an objection is raised that grouping 
of the atoms requires an agent who groups: 
Then Budha shall have to accept a god like us, 
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To this the Budha rejoins that ws and mi. 


(Time and pasts. acoumilated action) aro the rea 
causes of actions ‘Under their: jnfluence thi j“ 


grouping is made’ into’ different effects. Then 


what is the use of a god? Or where is the necessity 
ofa whole different from its: parts, The Sidhanti- 
also must admit this sq. The joining goes on 
according to the taguitude of the object. : 


. Momentariness’ is, not. limited to only non= 
soul world. Even the: soul world i is subject to its: 
influence. The whole. of ‘existence is declared 
momentary; as the soul: ‘alao exists it must: be also 
momentary:.- 


-But if every thing fs momentary; how will 
there be recognition ? Reoognition is reduced and 
‘limited to the flow of atoms. “And Santanam or 
flow is beyond ‘the pale of existence. It is also 
-beyond the influence of: momentariness. 


Now the Saugata takes to division. The tree 
of .existence has five, branches: Of these. five 
skandas .Samskara Skanda is one, Then there 
is Rupaskanda consisting of.: atoms in. the 
form of figure, flavour, ` “smell, touch, and sound. . 
‘Indeterminate. knowledge ip’ ‘Vijnans Skanda 
Determinate ` knowledge is Sam jna- Skanda.. 
Painful, sensation:is Vedana Skanda. Rupaskanda - 
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“ig an outside thing. The other four belong to in- 
ward’ world: There are things ` ‘which are not 
“subsumed under these-five. For instance pleasure . 
>is one such thing and it ts the negation of Pain, | 
and’ is: indludéd “in Vedana Skanda, Atma ia” 
nothing miore than a flow of” consciousness. 
Besiéging “Atma with- objects (of ‘pleasure and, 
pain) is its’ ‘worldliness, Bareft of any form and 
devoid: o nines ts. (of pleasure or: paiti) is Atma’ a. 


has summarised, o 
thé:. tenets : oomnnn 40 both Vaibhashika ‘and 

Sautrantike; -the other. ‘details: ‘are: taken “up? 
whenever and wherever- they s Are" necessary and | 
will. be -critically: teviewed:: ne or} 


Nowi thie distinct fniehda . products like oow - 
and“ “pot ‘are eré ‘dietinct | groups of ‘atome, o 
Besides these, there is no separate whole. This j ig o7 
the tepie’: Sutralera ‘firat: takes for review in _ 
this Sutra (aqata saugaesi “aasifea:) The whole 
which’ has‘ been: appreh ed as cow and pot, is 
either made up of one atom or many atome, 
It oannot consist of one ‘atom for the © ‘whole is 
` nevëř made up’ of one’ part. ‘One tree ‘cannot make 
a gröüp of trees $ “necessi 
conééiving’ a whole. - 
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‘Even the second alternative is consistent, 
Now even if the. whole i is made up of many. atoms: 
are the atoma grouped: together, or are they kept. 
asunder? If atoms make upa pot, even not 
grouped, any where it should be cognised. by: us- 
as a pot.. Because ungrouped. atoms. are to be 
found every where. Even.the second. alternative 
of. the whole being grouped atoms, also is not 
consistent. ‘Because the collected manifoldness 
depends upon collection; and without. manifold- 
ness collection is impossible. This mutual depe- 
ndenoe spoils this theory. of creation,- 


Here Raghavendra. elucidates. the. theory of: 
grouping. that must be understood by the- word 
mfa. ‘Sounds produced atone and the same time 
forma grouping in respect’ of a. point ‘of time: 
Many trees and many soldiers ‘form grouping | into 
a forest or. army in Tespect of ‘space. The stiok 
and the wheel | of. the.. potter are oolleoted in. 
‘reapect of a product of a pot. The letters are 
collected into words,. sentences and paragraphs | 
in respect of object of knowledge. The whole of 
the essay is collected {as .propounding import of 
one meaning] 

Besides what fe this collection ? Is it. merely. k 
the. contact of atoms or is. it numerical manifold. 
ness, or is. it a separate entity altogether, .. The - 
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‘first two alternatives are not accepted. Even if 
iti is accepted, contact and: manifoldness residing 
in. imperceptible atoms cannot. ‘be perceived, “The 
‘third alternative i isa different entity and that i is 
the whole which ‘we pressed him to accept. o 


o “But this pressure to accept a. separate. entity 
‘whole’ is: not. ‘proper; because -it is- openly 
contradicted. “Phe whole cannot be said to reside 
ineach: part oompletely, ‘or to reside in part. 
In the. first: alternative asthere “are matiy parts 
andas in each:part ‘the: whole fally ‘reside there 
will be many: wholes “ard not- one’ whole. If ia 
each part: it: partially ‘resides | thon thero is no 
other whole - tban the part. k 
When there ia this confusion ` ‘created if a 
separate whole is. accepted it will not be found 
‘consistent. - 


To. this. the Sutrakara: rejoins: Tho: Sutrakara 
first allows the opponent to be more clear and 
then refutes him point. blank. * 


The opponent: “éontends’ that the conception 

of the whole should be enlarged: ‘Then there. wilh 

be no scope for mutual dependence. The | ‘collec~ 

tion is not occasional; ‘but is constant. If ao there 

will be no distinct period ” ‘of oreation a n d 
'estrúctions 
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To this the Saugata replies. that though 
collection € oe. a on forever . its knowledge is 
l oocoasional. On this: we oan distinguish . creation 
_from destruction. For the knowledge of constant 
flow | depends - upon - the, proximity, of . atoms: 
Because the knowlenge of collection requires 
thé related knowledge ‘of atoms. whioh results in 
~ the: knowledge of Proximity of. atoms- ae 


. But. a person himself is. knowledge 0 or: -conscif 
.ousness,. . . Even -then - there : aro:: two “kinds ò- 
knowledges one js. oalled ‘Pravritti and. another ` 
„Alaya. - Now Alaya i is man himself.. ; For it gives 
. Boope to activity, pain and.other things: Pravritti 
is the cognition of colletcion. . Hence. there is:no 
contradiction at all. ae 


` Saugata explains his: atowio theory ‘which he 
proves to be compatible with his conception of 
; momentariness-of: every. thing existing: Collection 
is: nothing: but ¿a ‘multitude: of “atoms. <This 
multitude or manyness’is collection. ‘This malti- 
 plioity is there. in, the atoms - whether they are 
` collected or separated: - Bat there is no constant 
“knowledge. of- this, collection. Knowledge. of 
collection depends. upon the related knowledge. of 
all atoms. For multiplicity i is born of relatedness’ 
 But-this related knowledge is not possible - when 
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the atoms are separate ; and distant one from: the 
other. We cannot have à Telated knowledge of 
trees one. in Mathura and another. in Pataliputra. 
When thera is nearness then there i is cognition of 
manyness and oneness, Therefore there is nothing 
wroñg with. his theory. 


The Sidhaniti now replies.. The Cause always 
produces Similar effoot; or dissimilar. effect or 
effect. of both kinda; ör of no kind. If the first 
type ia accepted, then the oause which is not the 
object of senses and which “consists of scattered 
atoms muat produce effect which is similar to the 
cause and never can it ‘produce effect sensible and 
collected. And when similarity is pushed forward 
the ridiculous nature of this supposition would 
be exposed. In both cases ‘the cognition of 
collection ‘cannot be shown to be’ Occasional. 
Both the cases, Raghavendra explains ` as 1) From 
soattered atoms are: “produced the: closely attra~ 
-ated atoms which’ become apprehended through 
the knowledge of. relatedness. | ‘This ‘Teveals 
universal multiplicity whioh is odllestion or 
2) The acattered atoms when oom pressed produce 
collection: This is expressed and it is suggested 
that in both these cases the knowledge of .collec~ 
tion is not’ ‘occasional. Had it been. go. ‘then there 
would have been a fixed and separate arrangement 
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of creation and destruction. In the case of 
scattered atoms, diesimilar and gathered atoms 
cannot be oreated and knowledge of collection is 
not possible and hence its oocasionality is far 
from being accepted. 


Then the Sidhanti shows how this theory 
leads to absurdity. H the second. alternative is 
accepted the cause produces dissimilar effect: 
then in the process of. produotion of.a pot, from its 
very stage of half part. of pot in all the moments 
of the procesa of creation there will be no form 
of pote Then the moment of pot will. produce 
the moment of.an elephant and that again will 
give rise to the moment of an ass. In :the same 
manner the moment of blue will produce... the 
moment of yellow. . And: thus there is no contia~ 
uity of blue. If the. third alternative is accepted 
then there are both. contradicting each other and 
there will be moment of nothing. After thrashing 
this point fully the Sidhantakara comes ‘to the 
conclusion that. there . willbe no effect coming 
into existence similar to.the cause. On account 
of dissimilarity between cause and effeot the pot 
will be the cause of an elephant. 


Saugata’s theory of collection is shown 
untenable and his theory of momentariness also, 


` 


will be shown shaky. ‘The Sidhanti’s objection 
is that there is:no proof. to warrant . its existence’ 
For perception only. perceives. present. existence 
and not the past nor the future, Then the very 
concept of momerttariness is analyséd. Moment- 
ariness may: mean Existence associated with a 
moment. ` Or is it production ‘and destruction in 
one moment only? “Association with a moment 
with dissociation: with’ the: next moment’. The 
. first alternative’ is acceptable: to Shidhanti ‘also: 
For a thing of long standing also: has: ite existence 
ina moment: 


The second ‘and -thè third alternatives ` “are 
severely criticised. Production’ and destruction 
cannot both be confirmed: to one moment. Besides 
perception apprehends only: the existence in the 
present moment, Dissociation also. from the next 
moment is not possible. Thus. it becomes impo- 
ssible to prove momentatiness of a thing. 


‘Besides recognition also is impossible. Foz 
in order to explain recognition, the Sougata ‘ace- 
epted the eternality of atoms which enables ‘him 
to prove the long standing nature of things. 
Or did he accept eternality i in.pots ? It is:of no 
use to accept. eternality of atoms... For, atoms 
are imperceptible. . _ Hence the thing Teoognised 
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‘native removes the difficulty. For he shall have 
to consider recognition to be wrong knowledge- 


If Saugata considers that moments of cause 
_leave impressions. on moments’ of effect. so the 
7 self of the prior moment will leave the impression 
of the first moment on the self of the second 
moment. And hence the self can think and 
reason. Now this theory ia refuted in the sutra 
saa TF aima: 


Atma is momentary and hence it osnnot 
leave any impression on'the second self.. Besides 
-the self is not, proved tobe momentary by any 
-evidence. Self is. proved to have. continuous 
exiatence by recognition. 


. Besides if the ‘Atma were. to leave impress- 
ions on the next Atma, the self | oan do so by 
being connected with ‘the second self. But. these 
two moments. cannot: be: connected. And ‘hence 
one self cannot leave its impression upon the 
Second. Self. 

< This point is made ‘more clear by further 
elucidation. -Cause and effect must reside in one 
andthe same moment. Then oily the cause can 
“leave ita i impreasion, through contact; And with- 
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out: this. impression how. can. this: self. (existing 
-for a moment). can think or infer: ?- 
But the Saugata offers an explanation fot 
- causality. » He thinks: he: oan: ‘divide the moment 
in three parts, : The: case: getting ite existence 
in the first part of -the moment, . in the middle 
part produces effect. and in the. last part stamps 
its s impression upon ita 


To. this the answer is. that. the. ‘smallest part 
of time ts called wat and as, it has: neither the 
former part nor the latter part, there cannot ‘be 


“concomitant with two shone. s: ‘they a aro 
exhaustive there is no third alternative.. Now 
» thie-is not; possible if:-momentariness’ is ‘admitted> 
effect : produced: from: a: momentary 
existence (eatse) haa::the. cause:existing ` ino the 
- previous moment... It: means: the: effect’ and. cause 
-STB contemporaneous; : or the effectis posthumous 
coming into existence after the death‘of the cause. 


«ice Now dn the: first:alternative,..the effect: and 

» cause willbe coming iito existence:simultaneously, 

„;Eor cause is momentary. and ifeffect:.is existing 
- contemporary. ; then they: ‘both will, becoming 
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jote -existence:.:simultaneously. It is ready 
stated that a moment is indivisible. “Hence the 
continuous. flux. of effect also -by the same rule 
will, be reduced. to simultaneity: : This runs. counter 
to what actually, we, peroeive. 


“In the. soodid: alternative the effect is not 

É produced from’ he ‘cause. 4 Otherwise (if cause and 

effect are not: connected there will be anarohy in 

the Kingdom: ‘of catise and effect; for j any éffect will 
þe coming from. any ‘oausé. 


Mere 8 succession : : will. not. settle “causality. 
If 50 an effect will be coming. out of the: ashes of 


“not. oxlsting. 


Ebomay:: ‘be: argued: ‘that every moment an 
effecti is ęoming:into existence. An‘effeot always 
» requires. ‘@ oause:to- produce:it. “This will. prove 
the sonstant:nature:of cause or its non-existence’ 


«Hence $n both -the cases the. effect is not coming 
nto. existence, 


Now bégine. ‘the :refutation of Madhyamika 
School of Baugatas.:: ‘Phe procedure. of curiosity 
is more acceptable than:that-of ‘text... Hence the 
digoussion of -Shunyatavada is‘taken:up first- 
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Madhyamika says that’ Shunya. or ‘emptiness’ 
or void is the truth. ` The:wholé- world’ consisting: ` 
of. five branches or Pancha Skandas:is-mere void 
and nothiag.more. This: Shunya:, is'not warranted 
by any proof. For it. is: Swayam Bhata which: 
does not mean: ‘self. illuminating’ but only means- 
‘not illuminated: ‘by. othera’.. Other: proofs: do not: 
illuminate Shunya,beoause it does:natipossess any: 
attributes. A.-proof; apprehends a: thing with- 
attributes. . Beoause: ‘perception: apprehends: thingg 
with grossness..: But a- thing without ‘any:-diat-. 
inotion (attributiveness) ‘cannotybe apprehended. 


On: the: otherhand thes concept: ‘Shpnys: is 
not colourless: For- Shunya is said to:  podsösB > 
‘Relatedoess. eldage, death; misery: ‘and: othors’: 
But. there. is.much difference: of opinion: regarding 
the. nature. of Bhunys. One must meditate “Isti 
Shunya’. and attain: to: the: “atage of- ‘Shunyata, a 
And that4ds the final: stage of Moksha: 


A verse. from. ‘the Shunyavada, fs. “quoted, 
nitatia RiR: 3 ae afi: ‘Havin; shown. BO fap. 
inconsistenoy in their theory; now the. Sidhant; 
shows his. conception: of means and: end. : Every- 
day the meditation. ‘I am ‘Shunya’ goes ons: Then- 


Shunya. is. visualised: Then. thia : will. Jead the i` 
aspirant.to the stage: of immunity: From: attaoh=: -: 


Ale 


ment and. hatred: Fhis+ib the extinguishing of 

the- lamp Shri: Raghavendra: elucidates’ the verse” 
‘thus- “the worldly: life that is of the ‘nature of 

illusion of -doership end“ enjoyership is a conti- — 
nuity ‘like -a damp. < And: extinguishing ‘of this ~ 
lamp:.is Moksha. ‘Hore: Raghavendra’ discusses ` 
different readings: In. the place. aifati “there is 
another reading: carter: Some: -accepting this’ 
reading interpret it as“ ‘of. Atma ‘which has enter- “ 
tained «the: idea: of: Sh: ya’ “Stil: ‘others | have i 
accepted : a third reading aifer and 1 interpret it it as” 
‘of :Atma ‘that is a yogin or sage’s. i me 


Now : thils.. ‘Shunya”: is being ` enveloped ‘by o 
Samvriti- or ‘Ajnana or: ‘Nescience. ‘By: instru— * : 
mental. derivation: Samvriti* means: that’ “which 
hides: or: conceals: This’nesoience -beoameés ‘the ~” 
means ‘of hiding. Shunya:’ ‘This’ ‘Sanivilti ‘fe 
beginningless. :/Theworld consisting of variety is 
the illusionary:effect: of “supper imposition” of 
nescience on Shunya- But,world is not Shunya.. 
This apparent yorld has illu ionary truth. Hence .... 
there i is nothing wrong if it appears as true. i 


m But. there: ais ‘transoendental: truth which 
stands unsublated.: ..:World’s reality is not oi.” 
that type; it is only: emperical truth; Hence world’ ~~ 
is as good:as-unreal:: Fhen‘how to:explain world’s =” 
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serviceability (serving of purpose). . All business. 
of giving’ and taking being itself illusory. and . 
unreal goes on like the movements in the dream. 
Transcendental truth alone contradicts the mund- 


ane business. For it denies all sotions and 
activities. . 


But ‘all this runs ‘counter, ‘to conception oft 
oreation and destruction. For there is creation. ` 
“Shunya without any. activity cannot participate. i 
-in oreation that is full of activity. But Shunya 
“in contact with ‘this pimordial n nescience engages: C 
“itself in creation. n 


: Now the Sutrakara: begins. this -Adhikerana 
to refute this system. Of this the. ‘present sutra i 
‘takes a i a oritical ‘notice of the doctrine. that. the a) 
world is ‘born of empty. void or Shunya: 
| In the first place Shunya. cannot be non- 
“being. ‘Because the world’ appears a being. “But — 
` it appears so on account of its being super imposed 
by being. It is non—being or Asat because it has — 
„no transcendental reality. That whioh is pever 
sublated is trascendental reality: All the 
business,of the world is ‘the activity of dreamland. C 


But all this i is ‘untenable. For the world being a 
a positive thing cannot come out of empty void. 
A non-being. is not: cobtracterised. -by any peou: 


arity; and -hence it is as ` good as a sky-flower 
(a thing never in existence;) Such uncharacte. 
- vised thing ‘cannot produve & highly coloured 
world rich in variety. 


But the protagonist of Shunyavada says that _, 
the evidence: vouch~safed by the Shidhenti for 
what . hé propounds ie perception., that being 
the baste evidedce of both. inference and yerbal 
testimony. “Bat this péroeption. is not available. os 
Henve the Shunyavadi i is strong. in this position. | 


Ags there i is no perception to disprove being coming. _ 


from non-being, | there is no inference aleo based 
on the: perception: As 3 verbal testimony, the 
Sidhanti does’ not believe in’ the one offered by S 


thé'Shunyavádi: Hence the absénee of any proof | 
for what theSidhanti contends i is confirmed. 


“To this. the ‘Sutrakara, replies that. if the 
Shunyavadi, contends. that., some positive being 
comes. out of complete empty. void, then even the 
hords of a oat, oust. be: able to gore aman to 
death, just as ‘the horse or. a. ‘ball can.do. Inthe 
same manner an ‘indifferent thing. which:is:icither 
acceptable nor unacceptable, like the seventh 
flavour (only six ‘are existing) nourishing a man, 
‘must‘be found ‘useful- In the same manner a 
weaver in: order’ 'togët'a peice of cloth will not. go 
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ín search of real yarn, For unreal yarn can be 
woven into a useful piece of.cloth- 


Then a great confusion would arise’ from 
the theory of Shunya and | every one would be at 
his wit's end. But the Shunyavadi contends 
that only at the first creation there is oreation 
from Shunya; while ‘on other future occasions 
Teal agents of action, instruments of action are 
‘procured for production. “ Sidhanti makes use 
of the ground prepared by the ‘Shunyavadi 
If at the later period a work ‘requires real agent 
and instruments of action, then at the first 
creation also you can just infor a real cause for 
a real world. 


The Shunyavadi objects thatall the objeo- 
tions raised against him can. with equal force be 
raised against the Shidhanti. Of these first the 
Sidhanti refutes the theory.. that nothing is the 
oause of creation. (ar ata samea:), The Sidhanti 
shows that the world is seen and found to be real 
and hence if it is accepted ;as unreal experience it 
is set at nought. 

But the Shunyavadi contends that just as an 
elephant or a snake in a dream or illusion, though 
unreal yet seem tobe feal, so also this unreal 
world seems to be real. Thatis why he calla 
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Shunya tobe the cause of the world. So even 
though the world is found by perception to be 
real yet it cannot be proved to be real- He says 
that he need not commit himself to accept the 
locus of illusion and the illuded agent and the 
flaws of the instruments to maintain the world 
illusion. For he has accepted one Samvriti which 
has the power to reveal the. unreal and to maintain 
that unreality. The Samvrita: reality or emperical 
truth and its expression sis perceptible to every 
one. On the basis of this emperical truth all 
worldly business oan be conducted. And hence 
there is no necessity ef oalling forth the aid of 
transcendental reality. 

As a reply to this contention the Sutra 
garaiena racarfaaa is cited. The world experience as 
a reality is not an illusion of the type of conch 
shell-allver or Rope~Snake. Fer the experience 
of the world is not sublated- If on the ground 
that it is apprehension, world-apprehension is to 
be sublated, even this‘apprehénsion of eublation 
being a piece of sublation ds to be sublated and 
BO One | | 

‘The Sidhanti contends that the Shunyavadi 
argues in a reverse process. For His contention 
‘amounts to that the world process warranted by 
all proofs is to be considered as ‘illusion or 
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erroneous apprehension and its appearance as 
reality is considered to be sublated. Shunya not 
apprehended by any means of knowledge is consi” 
dered as an object of non-erroneous knowledge 
and its reality is considered as never to be 
sublated. For itis the rule of common consent 
that what is warranted by proofs is nonillusory 
and if something unwarrented jby proofs is 
accepted it is erroneous knowledge. But 
Sbunyavadi’s contention i is as good as saying: “the 
cow has been seen to have horns and hence they 
are illusory and the hare has not been seen to have 
horns and henoe they are not illusonary.” 


But this is not the way of the world and in 
understanding the things too we usually follow 
the ways of the world. Why discuss much? It is 
enough if we say that it is being as shown by a 
proof and hence it deserves to be the cause. Any 
objection raised to disprove it is only a poor 
semblance of flaw in the reasoning. 


Raghavendra writes an unusually long note 
on aafaa aaya (objection is a semblance). 
Shunyavadi has alleged that if a being is the 
oause then the threads should go to form a pot. 
This allegation is only a poor semblance of a flaw 
in reasoning. Some interpret the above words like 


srasni an ct 120 
‘this. Some others interpret it as exposing & 
‘general conoomitance both positive and negative. 
That which is a being, is not a cause and that 
“which is a cause is nota being. The third still 
‘interpret it that the allegation of irrationality is a 
reagoning to prove impossibility of cause & effect 
in the case of causes that are positive or being 


_ By ‘the said method’ means that the Lord 
Hari who is completely and perfectly independent 
in all his ways collects easily the materials that 
are entirely dependent on Hari and create the 
worlds; though He js capable of doing and undoing 
as He likes. All this has been treated in detail 
before in aaarurar faa, 


.. Now to prove the illusory nature of the world 
‘the Saugata put forth many inferences, They ere 
now being serutinised- One such inference is as 
follows:~ The sky under dispute is illusory 
because it is seen like @ dream: Thus when 
illusory nature is proved ‘no one oan claim this 
world to be real. 

‘In this context apart from the illusory nature 
‘of the world the inference which has been pushed 
forth to prove this, itself is either unreal or real 
Tf it is unreal then visibility not existing in word 
might prove the word to be non-eternal. Thon 
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again in the second alternative also its absurdity 
is exposed by further investigation. 


Then it wss proved to the hilt that the world is 
not illusoryas the present experience of its reality 
is not denied by any later experiences. Now some 
of the evidences the opposer presents to prove 
the falsity of the world are critically reviewed: 
The Saugata who is the exponent of Samvrita 
Vada argues thus— If the world is not illusory 
then the perception also would not be. available. 
Because the world is desired to be full of variety. 
If that difference or variety. is not “perceptible 
then the world also is not. perceptible. For if the 
world is perceived without variety in it then, the 
world is one uniform non-entity. or empty void, 


Now the question arises whether Bheda 
is perceptible or note Many reasons are adduced 
to prove its. {imperceptible nature. But the 
:Bidhanti. argues that Bheda is not something 
apart from the thing iteelf. Bo when the thing 
is perceived the difference of other things also fs 

found init. Difference: is not found different 
from the essence of the thing. 

Why Bheda should be accepted as the ‘thing 
itself or essence of the thing? But tbis question 

-is quite superflous with him who does rot accept 
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Bheda itself, like the question of a merchant of 
garlic, for the availability of a conveyance when 
he has no commodity of it at all. 

But the Saugata objeota that when the pot 
is seen, we need not necesssarily have seen the 
pan ae different from it, and hence the difference 
from pan is not the essence of pot, as it is 8 not 
understood when the pot is seen. 

For there is concomitance that, that which 
fa not un-understood when the pot is understood 
is not different from that pot: The form of the 
pot is the instance. ‘In this meaner difference is 
pot itself or its essence. For when pot is under- 
atood this difference stands not un-underatood- 
This is the syllogistio form supplied by Shri 
Raghavendra. This is a special ooncomitance. 
-A general concomitance also will serve the 
prupose. 

When. under both the syllogisms there is no 
fear of violation of Vyapti by Vyabhichara, then 
why preference to the special Vyapti over the 
general Vyapti? The answer is for quicker under- 
standing. For the special type brings home to 
our mind the proposition that difference is nothing 
more then the essence of pot. : 

Here a doubt is raised. Now a statement 
should be made regarding both pot and difference, 
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and their non-difference shonld be proved by the 
reason that when one of them is known. the other 
is suggested. When a mar-with-a stick is known, 
no doubt the stick is suggested. But when a stick 
is known the ‘person with the stick is not 
suggested.. 

But all this would. have been right had 
difference been apprehended at the same time 
when the pot is apprehended. Really speaking: 
just afier the apprehension of the pot the 
difference enters into our consciousness. In an 
unqualified bare | cognition. a mere thiog is 
oognised, And difference is oognised only after 
remembering the counter-entity "(the pan in the 
cognition of the pot.) 

This objection is met with the reply that if 
difference does not form a topic in the cognition 
of á pot, then even afterwards the cognition that 
pan is different from pot also will not arise. There 
fore in the very apprehension of a thing, difference 
is brought to our awareness, and here Bheda is 
the very essence of a thing. 

Apart from the question of difference being 
of the nature of a thing or not, the Sidhanti.does 
not agree that simultaneous apprehension depends 
upon the cognition of another thing. Thus Bheda 
must be accepted as the thing itself. 
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Now Shupyavadi considers Shunya to be the 
cause of the world; -Mayavadi considers it to be 
‘Brahman. But it was adduced that by refuting 
the arguments of Shunyavada in its theo y of 
oreation, Mayavadi’s arguments also are 
automatically refuted. -A rule can not be said to 
be extended in its: application to things that are 
dissimilar to the original case. | 


To this the Sidhanti replies that similarity or 
dissimilarity between two things is settled by the 
sameness or otherwise of their definitions. The 
definitions of Shunya and Brahman agree in all 
respects. For both are accepted as having no 
Visheshas. oe 
. Though from the point of view of absense of 
Visheshas there. ia sameness between Shunya and 
Brahman, yet Brahman i is said to be intrinsically 
different from Shunya: as he is said to be of the 
nature of ‘Being, consiousness, infinity, and Bliss’. 
But Shunyavadi. doec not posit this kind of 
nature in respect of Shunya. 


But Mayavadin:accepts these attributes as 
only eleminations of the opposites of these 
jotrinsio attributes, as for instance Satya or 
being denies only nonbeing in the nature of 
Brahman. Besides this meaning of detraotion of 
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the opposite qualities from Brahman those attri- 
butes of Satya, Jnana, Ananta and Ananda can 
have no other meaning compitible with the 
nature of Brabman- For the positive qualities 
of Satyatva and Jnanatva and others are deroga- 
tory to the nature of homogeneity of Brahman; 
and if found with Brahman would impair his 
undivided and indistinguishable: nature. 
Raghavenrda to corroborate this statement 
quotes a verse irom Shri Shankara, the 
-Bhashyakara’s Murarishataka. And Shunyavadi 
also agrees that his Shunyais not false (aaa). 
Hence both Brahman and Shunya are one and 
the same. Hence the extension of the rule is 
quite justified. 

Now even Shunyavadi. admits the illusory 
nature of what is being seen, and what is illusary 
or unreal cannot be a means to anything. But 
this is an easy thing to understand and hence 
Butrakara has taken trouble to mention it, 

Now the Sutrakara subjects Yogachara’s 
system to critical survey. These are the 
exponents of knowledge, which alone is ‘real in 
their system; while other branches considered it 
ag unreal. Knowledge alone assumes the form of 
the knowlable object; and it has no separate 
‘existence from that of knowledge itself. 
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‘His another doctrine is that. knowledge ia 
k own to us. On the strength of this Yogachara 
concludes that what is known is knowledge; and 
hence, blueness and pot and pan are all known 
and hence they are of the nature of knowledge. 
Or we cognise both blueness and knowledge 
together. And hence there is no difference fone 
and the same} between the nature of both. 


Raghavendra illustrates this truth with the 
example. By pressing the eye with a finger, you 
see two moons. The false moon is invariably 
seen along with the real moon, and itis also 
found that both knowlegde and the real moon are 
one and the same. But knowledge is eternal and 
external while its objects are internal. Hence 
oneness of knowledge and its object cannot be 
justified. For both are distiaootly related. 


But he objects that the relation of difference 
between the object and its knowledge, difference 
between the flaws and such other differences are 
all mere illusory and unreal. Therefore he says 
‘‘difference is mere illusion as it la found between 
the real and the unreal moon.” 


This system is refuted in the Sutra a atat 449 
aaJayateertha explains the Sutra thus—‘“there 
is no experience (414) of the world; ara and aqwa 


427 


‘are one and the same inmeaning. Prepositions 
like wa before roots only reveal the hidden mean- 
ing of the root. 


Raghavendra here introduces us to many 
interpretations of ‘sfaraeqaddg:’ means the 
relation of the last word Ña according to some. 
Others hold different views. In afta athe Sandhi 
is dissolved as eiz-and then interpreted as ‘the 
absence of Ñ?’ by some others. Otherwise it 
‘would have been that the absence of % might be 
accepted and the topic of the discussion would 
not have been refuted. Therefore the next afrraz 
‘is taken to mean ‘difference from the one that is 
‘inthe mind or from the one understood.’ #faraz: 
should be dissolved as both Ñs and aña. Some 
more still contend that the absence of Ñz is not 
unreal; for it is of the nature of fama or 
_knowledge. If further it is said that it is illusory 
it wont be accepted. Therefore it must be dissolved 
a8 a4z@ and its relation is meant. Thus Ragha- 
vendra. when there are different interpretators of 
either Nyaya Sudha or Anuvyakhana, introduces 
us liberally to all those interpretations, without 
passing any remark against any one them. 


An explanation. is oaled forth. The 
object of knowlegde, is a non=being in essence 
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and is yet {superimposed upon Vijnana or 
knowledge and therefore it is said to be of the 
nature of Vijnana- Or the object is transcen- 
dantally real and hence it is sald to be of the 
nature of knowledge. But the difference between 
the object and knowledge is false. 


But this is highly offensive to actual 
experience and to internal Sakshi which is always 
awake to exterral experience. 

Now begins the logical attack of the Jaina 
System (afsanna) Though ‘the seven variety” 
method is to be attacked yet in order to.give:.a 
correct peaspective an outline of the system is 
drawn here especially to intiate the aspirant into 
the system, for comparative and critical study: 


The whole world is divided into two cate- 
gories— one is Jeeva or the conscious and another! 
ia Ajeeva or the unconscious. No Ishwara ‘or 
God is conceived in this system. They are again 
divided into six.substances. Kala or time, Akash, 
Dharma, Adharma, Pudgala (maltar), and Jeeva. 


Of these Jeeva is an important. category. It 

is what is animate and is of three kinds; showing 

different Isvels of iatelleotual development— 

1) Badhas or Bound down, 2) not accomplished 
in Yoga, 3) and unreleased. 7 
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Now the Ajeevas are five— Dharma is the 
principle of motion and Adharma is the principle 
of stability. Pudgal is matter and it is a 
substance possessing cole flavour, odour and 
touch. Itisof two kinds: one is atemic and 
‘another is aggregate». Time is atomio and yet 
infinite and it is the principle of settlement of 
‘time as past, present and futnre. Sky is one 
space and infinite. It is of two kinds: Lo's 
Akasha where movement is possible and 
Alokakasha where movement is not poss ble- 


The substances excepting time which is 
‘atomic are called Astikayas, for they are found 
‘existing in many places; They are staras, 
qaia, daniar, akasa and amitas. 

Now seven things are conceived as useful for 
‘Moksha. Jeeva, Ajeeva, Bandha, Nirjara, 
Samvara and Moksha: | 


Jeeva is endowed with intelligence, cognition, 
pleasure and power. Ajeeva is the collection of 
all things meant to be enjoyed by Jeeva. Asrava 
js the collection of his instruments of enjoyment: 
Bandha is of two types : one is Ghataka which is 
the principle of obsouring the qualities of Jeeva 
like inteliigence and others. The second is the 
‘principle of body’s-anatomy; of its presidenoy, of 
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its stability, and of its pleasure and pain: Nirjaraa 
is austerity conducive to. Moksha. Samvara is 
the contro] over senses, (self control) and Moksha 
‘is the manifestation of;gne’s own innate nature. 
Means to Moksha consists, of right knowledge, 
right faith and right conduct, which are called 
three geme, 


Now this world is of seven types, or Sapta- 
Bhangi. The first type or mode is being (#4): 
The second is non—being (aaa). The third is both 
being and non-being; the fourth is neither both’ 
but inexpressible (azz) The fifth is being and 
inexpressible; the sixth is non-being and inexpre- 
ssible: And the seventh is being and non-being 
and is Inexpressible. 


Raghavendra tells us that this seven variety 
meéthod is fully treated in Chandrika; Eack 
represants a view-point and each view~point tells 
us a different story of the reality (a7attara). These 
different view points constitute the different 
aspects of things constantly. Not only in the 
manner stated from the aepect of being but also 
from many more aspects of eternality and non- 
eternality. different and non-different. 


Now. the present Sutra t#feaadaara is devoed 
to refute this aavfnaara. The whole system is 
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against reasoning. Because the system that the 
world is of seven varieties in every thing is not 
tenable; for it runs counter to all evidences and 
testimonies. For all things are existing in their 
‘own places and not existing in other places. All 
things In their own essence are beings while in 
respect of other essences they are non-beings. They 
are substances eternal; but their paselng stages are 
changing. 


Therefore this system upsets the whole 
arrangement and runs counter to perception which 
warrants constancy in arrangement. This perce- 
ption cannot be considered to be false or fallactous 
as no such evidence ia coming forth to prove its 
erroneous nature» 


Besides what is the basio truth on whioh this 
seven variety system is based ? For there are 
no other system builders who propound this 
theory of existence. If it 1s mere possibility why 
atop at seven only. Possibility has as extensive 
field as number itself. Ifall the seven varieties 
are to be accepted. The first two together is 
no way different from the third which is merely 
the combination of the two. 


This system is reduced to absurdity only 
when one and the same: thing is alleged to be of 
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seven varieties at all times and in all its forms. 
For at different times and in different forms a 
thing can be found to be different in its existence. 
This is acoepted by all. Thus in accepting all 
contradicting varieties of a thing one lands in 
self contradiction. By accepting such a system 
the whole field of philosophication is turned into 
a mess of confusion, resulting in complete anarchy 
of thinking. 

_ After the refutation of this method of seven 
varieties the Shidhanti proceeds to review his 
other dootorines. The Kshapanaka or the Jain 
says that the soul in the body is self-lumious and 
is coextensive with the body. Here this is the tople. 
The self spreads through out the body keeping 
touch with all parts of the body. This is the 
point over which keen difference of opinion has 
‘been expressed. 


The Jains contend that Devadatta’s self 
resides: only in his body and in all parts of his 
body; For the self is found as the substratum of 
the peculiar quality in the same body andevery- 
where in that body. He who is found as the 
substratum for the peculiar quality i in the place 
everywhere, is there in that place and every- 
where in that place; just like the brilliant 
jamp in the house of Devadatta: everywhere 


433 


spreading its peouliay quality, brilliant light. So 

is the self of Devadatta; and therefore it is so. 

Otherwise one would not feel the full happiness 

(some physical feeling spread over the body) of: 
the olose embrace of a young beantiful girl all 

over the body: In the same manner there would 

not have arisen horripilation all over the body, 


This theory of the self, spreading all over the. 
inside of the body is refuted by the Sutra ca mar 
area. This is not {possible because sometimes 
the self would not occupy the whole. of the boby. 
For the self in the ant being limited to its boty,, 
after transmigration to the body of an elephant 
will not be able to oocupy the whole of the body: 
of the elephant. 


But if it ia supposed that the self adjusts its’ 
volume to the dimensions. of the body it enters, 
then it is liable to aaqainacafadeatfasrufeer: critical 
position; for the self transmigrating from bodies 
to bodies of different sizes, shall have to under go 
modifications to adjust to the dimension of the’ 
body; This modification is not restricted to 
dimensions alone, but it extends to the self also 
as both are not different from each other. If 
modification of the self also is accepted then the 
self would be as transient as the body itself. 
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The Jain considers that the same allegations 
may be made'against the Sidhanti’s soul. For he 
also hag accepted higher and lower stages to tha 
soul in respect of pain and pleasure. Raghavendra 
explains higher stage (wear) as expansion or 
spreading of the parts which have become loose 
like the gross body on account of pleasure. and 
daca or lower stage is explained as contraction of 
the parts as in the case of dry gram (by pain). 
The body undergoing modifications has become 
transient aid hence the Jain contends, that the 
soul of the Sidhanti also oan as well be subjected 
to transiency on account of modification.: 

The Sijkanti explains the situation as under: 
Trangiency is osused only by modifications, that 
terminate the very nature of a substance and not 
by ordinary modifications» This sort of rule leads 
to absurdity. For a body in sleep losing its nature 
of activity. shall have to be fully pereished. But 
not the collapse of ordinary nature of thing 
causes transiency; only special nature of a thing, 
if subverted oauses transiency. This sort of 
subversion is cot caused in sentient substances- 
Hence no change brings ‘about transiency of the 
soul of the Sidhanti- 

To put the thing in brief the peculiar nature 
of a thing which is coextensive with the thing, if 
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mortally impaired when undergoing change, brings 
about transience of that thing. Concslousness of 
the soul is its such quality: And it is never injured 
so a8 to jeopardize the existence of the soul. 

Again any form leading to transiency is 
material. Hence the soul of Sidhanti having no 
material form is not liable to be transient. 

Another doctrine of the Jaina is tackled now. 
Raghavendra presents his doctrine of Mukti 
neatly. Incessant ascendence is called Mukti, by 
him. This is refuted in the Sutra scarafeqawray 
faan. The soul is accepted to have ita size 
of the body in which it resides.‘Now the soul is in 
ita last stage of reaching Mukti; Hence in Mukti 
the soul would have that size of the previous 
body. Now if the soul is accompanied with that 
body then the body will be a permanent asset of 
the soul and it would be everlastiag, So a 
perishable body in the worldy life rises to be an 
eternal thing like the soul itself. 

Now the Jains consider that the soul ever 
ascends higher and higher into tbe celestial light 
from the terristrial world- Therefore the soul has 
attained a different stage altogether and thus the 
soul is liable to be impermanent. This is the 
last stage. If the soul is permanent then the 
body also should be permanent, 
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Agsin the Jain has acoepted that immovable- 
things have no souls. The Jain was afraid that 
if modifications lead to impermanancy, then 
Atma would be impermanent, and sc he is 
accepted that immovable things like trees had no 
souls. This is not recsonable. For then whatever 
thing has body, it has a soul, Then in ail the 
bodies like that of elephant and others the soul 
would undergo modifications. For the soul when 
-being born is coly as long as a span and while 
the body becomes young the soul attainsbig size. 
Because we need not make any distinction 
between movable and immovable things; the 
soul would equally undergo modi- fications. 

o 0 o o 

Now begics the refutation of the sohool 
which is the heretic school within the orbit of the 
Vaidika school. 'Fbis is a group of four schools 
all agreeing in accepting Mabadeva as the supreme 
god. They are Shaivas, Pashupatas, Kalamukhas 
and Mahavratas. No doubt these differ widely 
in details. Yet they all hold "tenets which are 
categorically different from Vaidika tenets. 

Tkey propound Mahadeva to be omniscient 
and full of good qualities and immune from any 
blemish and benoe tke creator of this world rich 
in variety. As this runs directly against the 
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Vaidika principle that Brahman is the creator 
of the universe, this has been taken up for reviews 


Mahadeva cannot be accepted as the creator; 
for this goes against many Vedic hymns which 
sing the glory of Brahman as tke creator of the 
universe. 


So many hymns are taken for discussion; and 
their litergical interpretation After that, Sidhanti 
and Pashupatas come to grips. A plain question 
is asked by the Sidhanti; whether he holds his 
theory on the strength of reasoning and. Pashu- 
patashastra or on the strength of Shruti. If he 
depends merely on reasoning & Pashupatashastra 
then he shall have to accept that Shiva has no 
body, which leads to unreasonableness cf his 
being a creator. If he depends for his theory on 
Shruti, then there will be no more opposition 
from the echool of Vedanta. 


‘fo this the Shidhanti replies that in the firat 
place as all Shruties invariably signify only 
Vishnu #s the supreme God Shiva is not sapporied 
by Shraties as the oreator of the world. But 
apart from it, the creatorship is incompatible with 
his bodilessnera. For knowledge is found only with 
bodied souls. But it is objected that God Shiva 
ja eternally endowed with knowledge and hence 


: 438 


he need have no body. For a body is required 
only for the generation of knowledge. 


Shidhanti then says tat desire is required 
only for the birth of ‘effort’; In a god with 
eternal effort no ‘desire’ is necessary and so on 
and so forth. This leads to absurdity, 


Again the Pashupata objects that on the 
analogy of a potter Shiva need not be endowed 
with a body. Beoause the potter as a soul cannot 
apply bis effort to the wheel without the mediatior 
of bis body. But God Shiva can apply his effort 
directly to the material cause to produce the 
world. Therefore he is sung as Viswamutti. 


To this objection tha reply is given in the 
Sutra swasaaainfara:. If the set of senses of 
Shiva are the medium of his effort, then they wiil 
be the sources of his pleasure and pain». For we 
find that our body which is the medium of our 
effert is also the source of our pleasure and pain. 
Hence this theory leads to the conclusion that 
Shiva will be subjected to pleasure and pain. 


Here an objection is raised. In the Sutra 
aaa is mentioned first as a necessary sequeuce 
of embodied state (of Shiva). For aaa means 
awae liable to death or mortality; And then 
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sadaaar as the sequence of bodilessness is placed 
afterwards. So here ñaqa which is mentioned 
last, should be placed first following the sequence 
of the text: Then in contravention of that 
sequence how weera is mentioned first by Acharya 
in aqnam ? 


To this the reply is that the ssquence of 
meaning is more significant than the sequence of 
text. Raghavendra explains the Situation very 
clearely. First a great drawback was shown ia 
the alternative of the theory of bodilessness in 
the two Sutras where the incompatibility of 
of relation and that of substratium is shown. In 
order to get rid of this drawback or flaw if the 
opponent is agreed to rave aktody and a set of 
sensea (for Shiva)then the undesirable consequence 
was shown. So first the incompatibility of substra“ 
tum should be doubted and cleared. And th® 
incompatibility of tke bodied state shouli then 
be cleared. This is the sequence of meaning and 
it is more important. So in contravension of the 
sequence of the Sutra, the sequence of the mean. 
ing is accepted and daaa is first elucidated by 


sera. 


At last Puranas sre cited as evidences. It is 
but natural for Vishnu Puranas to uphold the 
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supremacy of Vaishnu and for Shaiva Puranas to 
uphold the supremacy of Shiva. Hence, Brahma 
Puranas are quoted. For they are unalighened 
with any party. And the Shiva Puranas run 
counter to these and hence lose the status of 
evidences to prove the supremecy of Shiva. 


Q o 0 o 


Now the system of the Shakta’s is taken for 
critical review. No doubt much of it has already 
been refuted along with Pashupatas still it has 
something special with it which must be comple- 
tely contradicted. Herce a seperate review is 
instituted. Great Goddess is the supreme in the 
Shakta system. She is the cause of creation: 
She is endowed with omniscience and free from 
all blemishes. She is known by many names like 
Bhairavi and others. These Shaktas are ofithree 
types; Mabavamas, Madhyavamas and Anuvamas: 
‘The doctrine of the first is reviewed. Here creation 
means the birth of children and not mere creation- 
Such procreation is seen by joint effort of male 
& female and not by single, effort of cither of them. 
Now from Shakti is born Shiva. Hence Shakti 
alone cannot give birth to any child. Hence the 
Sutrakara says that the birth of the child is not 
possible by Shakti alone (female) (gezaaara). 
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The Madbyame Vamas on the other hand think 
that Shakti with Shiva procreates the progeny- 
Yo refute this, the Sutrakara says that Shiva has 
no body (astaa:). Hence he cannot help Shakti 
in creation, The third type of amama is very 
popular. In this system Shiva is endowed with 
all qualities like omniseience and others- And 
he has no necessity of a body with all senses. For 
sportively he can assume a body and senses and 
hence can very well manage creation with Shakti 
as his companion. This sort of amended Shakta 
Vada is only Shalva system in anothor name. 
Besides no aqieyaaz corroborates this view. 


Bhaiva system has already been dealt with in 
the previous Adhikarana of Pashupata system. 


END OF II ADHYAYA II PADA 


III PADA 


Now begins the third Pada of the second 
Adhyaya. In this Pada the conflict of Vedi? 
statements is reconciled. The topic of the 
_ Adhyaya is the removal of the contradictions that 
assail on all sides, the Vaidika system of Brahma- 
vada. Mutual conflict of Vedio statements also 
comes withIn the perview of contradictions to be 
removed’. First the attack of reason or inference 
is of primary importance and hence it was first 
attended to. Next in importance: is Samaya 
Virodha or opposition from different systems: 
Hence it was next treated. Then it is now quite 
opportune to treat the mutual contradictiens of 
Vedic statements in this third Pada. 


Bat the subject matter of the fourth Pada 
also ia the same. Hence there wili be no distinoiofi 
in the eubject matter of both the Padas, This 
objection is not sound; because in the third Pada 
only topical statements (in Veda) in which gods 
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are referred to, are treated; while in the fourth 
Pada the statements in which the soul is r ed 
to is treated. 


afazana: in the Shruti Atma means. Param~ 
atma. Hoistaken up here. Atma is said to 
create all which includes Prakriti also. 


To understand the meaning of the Sutra we 
must know the background. All Shastras signify 
as their main import Bhagavan Vishnu. He was 
then found to be the creator of the world. But 
when the Shruties are found mutually conflicting 
they were invalid as instruments of knowledge; 
Then the Shruties that propound Vishnu to be the 
oreator also was equally invalid. Hence nothing 
can be proved to be oreated by Vishnu. So Viyat 
also cannot be proved to be creeted. In|this Sutra, 
Viyat or material sky, the etei Isky, and their 
presiding deities cannot be said to be not created 
For there are no Shruties to prove their un- 
createdness 


Here again Viyat does not merely mean 
Akasba; But it includes all things like Prakriti, 
Atma, Kala and such others except Paramatms. 
Prakriti is insentient; it also includes its presiding 
deity. All these are created; but their oreation 
is not uncontested. 
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But one thing must be clearly understood. 
Prakriti and others of this type have no full- 
fledged creation like a pot [assumption of that 
which was not before]. Creation of Prakriti and 
others means simply a peculiar type of subordi- 
nation, which they enjoy without any modification 
as that of a pot. 


If there is accretion of special feature whioh 
was not before, then there will be a special form 
which was not before. But this special form is 
not different from the nature of the thing. So new 
form is.notbing but the natural form cf the thing. 


Raghavendra adds that birth does not mean 
somthing gross coming into existence. A fruit is 
born only when it has turned into yellow. Milk 
is born only when it is turned into curds. But 
this is the point under dispute. 


Now if disputed kind of birth is accepted in 
the case cf Viyat or Akasha, then what is the 
meaning of Akasha? is it mere hollowness? If so 
how to account for its production? For if it ls 
produced then it must have some material cause. 
Now what is the material cause of this hollow- 
ness? Brahman cannot be the material cause. For 
Brahman cannot be the material cause of any 
thing. Besides, that which is produced cannot 
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exist before its production. Akasha cannot have 
its Abhava or non-existence, at any time. For 
there is no substratum for the appearance of 
Abhava or absence of Akasha. aimada: 
Akasha is elemental sky and is born blue; but the 
Pradesha is mere hollow vaccum and is unborn. 
Akasha is desoribed as having form and henee it 
is desoribed as having form and hence it is created 
and Pradesha ls formless and hence it is not 
created and eternal: 


Now the conflict of its being born and not 
beling born in the Shruti statements should be 
reconciled by considering Akasha in the Shruties 
like aaa: aqa: daa: as both elemental Akasha 
and Pradesha Akasha. Both these must be 
considered as having birth. And in the Shruti 
aafia ad ara: Akasha has both these meanings. 
amfaa or birthlessness refers to Bhutakasha in a 
secondary sense, as in atfaniaifa. Or it refers to 
Bhutakasha in a subordinate sense of lasting for 
long period. Or applying to things other than 
Bhutakasha in a subordinate sense: But here it 
is said that araa: ara aa: refers to only Bhuta- 
kasha. And saifaaiad ara: refers to Pradesha 
or aasa. The doubt as how to reconcile these 
two is expressed. Raghavendra has put forth 
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this doubt se clearly: Then he himself oleara the 
doubt in the following way:~ 


The word Akasha, in both the Shruties that 
refer to its birth and its birthlessness. means both 
kind of Akasha and their presiding deities. So 
the Shruti that states Utpatti or birth refers to 
all things fn the primary sense. The Shruties that 
state birthlesaness refer to things other than 
Bhutekasha, only in the subordinate sense. Thus 
this is one way of reconciling both the contra- 
dictory Shruties. Both the Shruties have different 
objects to be referred to, one is white sky and the 
other is blue. This is another way of reconciling 
Shruties. 


Raghavendra states that all this is made 
clear in the Nyayavivarana. Of these the first 
is adopted both byBhashya and Tika. The last is 
explained here. Chandrika discloses the secret 
of two ways of reconciliation not being mentioned 
in Tika 


Here in aaaarafesar omeqa: a doubt of the 
same type is raised and cleared. In the previous 
Adhikarana two Shruties one atating Viyat to be 
created while another not to be created, were 
found in conflict with: each other and were 
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reconciled by some arrangement. (White Akasha 
not to be created and blue Akasha to be created.) 


Now Vayu is the topic under dispute. at 
aaa sata, In this they are said to be transient, 
while Vayu is said to be eternal in smala fre:. 
Now. Akasha which js said to be non eternal in 
Shruti is classed under non-eternal and Vayu, 
under eternel. Even the presiding deity Vinayaka 
of Akasha and Vayu cannot be explained as 
eternal in their nature while as embodied they are 
non-eternal. So real aaaf birthlessness alone 
should be stated. This is the opposer’s view- 
The explanation and arrangement is the same as 
before. [Viyat was said to be both born and 
unborn}. Though having no body he has 
knowledge which is mental yet replenished by 
the wealth of Yoya practice. By such knowledge 
he apprehends the past and the future also. 
Hence he is said to be equal to eternal. For the 
reason of getting body he is non-eternal- [He is 
subordinated in a special way; hence he has body). 
This is the arrangement made. 


As stated above, the sky and wind have not 
even the probability os being created, were stated 
to be created. On the strength of this statement 
a doubt is raised (adaaeq amas); There is a 
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Shruti azma in which Sat or Brahman is said 
to be born. Though he has no real birth, yet a 
figurative birth like that of subordination to 
others ia possible asin the case of Akasha and 
Vayu; 

This doubt is baseless in the case of Brahman 
who is perfeotly independent. If he is not 
independent it will lead to infinite Regress; and 
absurdity. This point is explained at length. 


(qaaa) Beginning right from ‘the first 
Sutra tosafate iaag (previous Sutra) the difference 
between Jeeva and Brahma is proved to be real 
to the hilt, by evidences frem perception and 
others. And ‘hence even hundreds of quotations 
like manfa cannot prove it otherwise. Thus when 
the matter stands, the Sutra defends real diffe 
rence (afar wa) which Ragavendra defines (as to 
distingush it from the concept of difference of 
advaitin) (L) Difference which does not tolerate 
oneness or identity. (2) Unsublated or transcen- 
dental difference. (3) difference which is not 
oontroverted even at the stage of Mukti. This 
concept of difference is quite distinct from that 
of Advaitin. 


Now the opposite view is built up- In spite 
of all this argumentation to defend difference yet. 
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Jeeva is identical with Paramatman.. For stë aft: 

tells us that Jeeva is identical with a conscious 

being. g4 a7 amda: proclaims identity with the 

insentient world. Then there is Smriti also, which: 
is quoted above in addition to evidences like 
acanfe from Upanishads. These cannot be reduced 
to yield subordinate meaning» For the canons 

of interpretation uphold identity unambiguously. 

Quotations upholding difference may be adjusted 
to yield unreal difference: 


This being a very strong opposition must be 
tackled ‘sqarely. The Sutra flouts all the. 
arguments. First a conclusive aud decisive 
evidense is quoted. Having referred to the whole 
world it is stated thatit is led by Prajna or 
Brahman. This relation of the leader and the led 
is not mere illusion For it servives in the world 
of Mukti. (satirist) Here adie or even qqa is 
said to be yatta. For aA% is one who is 
disembodied. 


Then many Shruties are freely quoted to 
prove that this same difference is maintained in 
Mukti. After that, syllogistic arguments put forth 
by the unmolested opposition party are reviewed. 
The opponent first tries to prove difference to be 
illusory, when that is ‘succsesful automatioally 
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identity stands infallible and unchallenged. This 
is the hope of the Advaltin. 

If difference is illusory, this  illusoriness 
must be real. But if illusoriness is real, that 
which is illusory also will be real. It never 
happens that an attribute is existing, and the 
attributed substance is not existing. Hence 
difference itself is going to be real which is most 
undesirable to advaltin- 

Advaitin slips away from this grip. For he 
contends that illusoriness is nothing but absolute 
negation of a thing (counter entity). The reality 
of illusariness only means the existence of 
of negation as far as it is the object of cognition, 
For it is admitted that we can conceive even the 
most absolute negation. So the existence is only 
conceptual in the oase of negation. Thus illusari- 
ness exists means the negation of its counterentity 
(difference) is existing. {Hence there is no conflict 
at all. . 

Or this illusariness is not existing at all 
(Asat). This is the second alternative. The third 
is both sat and Asat and the fourth is the denial 
of both. Now the first three alternatives cannot 
be accepted by the Advaitin; for he will be led to 
apostacy. As for the fourth altenative, it is not 
warranted by evidences- 
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Raghavendra, in the second and the third 
alternative, clarifies the issues with further 
examples. According to both the systems 
(Dwaita and Adwaita) the illustration is without 
Sadhana or Hetu. For inthe Adwaita system, 
the difference between the moon (the real) and 
the unreal moon is indescribable. It is neithe, 
Aat nor Sadasat. And in the Sidhanta it is 
unreal. In the fourth alternative in the Sidhanta 
or Dwaitavada indescribable difference is never 


accepted. Hence the illustration is without 
Sadhbya. . 


Here another objectiun is raised. Evean if 
any of the alternatives do not stand the test atill 
the argument is yet sound. For instanoe when 
we argue ‘mountain has fire; because there ia 
smoke’ it is asked if that smoke is blue or non- 
blue and when we cannot prove either kind of 
smoke, we need not give up the argument; but 
josteed of simple smoke, we must say ‘smoke, 
not characterised as blue or non.blue, but common 
to both kinds of smofie’. So also ‘illusariness’ is 
not oharacterised by Sat or Asat but common to 
all these. But you must note that in all 
these four alternatives (like Sat. Asat and others) 
you do not find any common aa about which 
you have stated that it is illusory. Had it been 
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so, like queda in all kinds of 47 then it would have 
been the Hetu, 

‘The disputed is indescribable for it is going 
to be sublated": By such inferences the shell- 
silver is proved to be indesoribable. Here also 
bringing in the same alternatives whether 
‘indescribable’ is Sat or Asat or others you can 
foil the argument to prove its indescribability- 


If ‘indesoribability’ is said to be unknown 
Adwaitia quotes Shruti ‘amaaa at aia’. His 
contention is that there was something which was 
neither Sat nor Asat and that was Anirvachya or 
indescribable. But Sidhanti says that the Shruti 
says that there was something whioh was neither 
Sat, nor Asat. It never tells us that there is a 
thing which is indescribable. Besides the import of 
a sentence is nothing more than the syntactically 
connected meanings of words adjusted to the 
‘needs of constructional requisites like Juxta- 
position and others’ Presumption and others-do 
not count in settling the import of a sentenes: 
Othswise presumption which is counted as 
separate and independent instrument ofknow- 
ledge shall have to be included in verbal testi- 
mony, 

Raghavendra supplies the real meaning of 
the Shruti by quoting a verse from Geeta 
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Tatparya. “The thing (that existed in Pralaya) 
was neither tangible nor intagible. (ad or aHd)}. 
Hence it is called neither Sat nor Agat. This 
Murta is Sat because it can be known, and it is 
Asat because it cannot be known ...... Lord Vishnu 
is imperishable and he is different from both Sat 
and Asat.” The same thing is corroborated by 
quoting Geeta. <‘Beginningless ParaBrahma is 
called neither Sat nor Asat’’. Then Raghavendra 
explains the whole of Vishwakarma Bukta in 
which this hymn ocours. 

Then the Sidhanti says that for Adwaitin 
there is no occasion for presumption. For 
presumption operates only when there is some 
dislocation of meaning, which, to be set right, 
requires presuming some unexpressed meaning in 
a sentences Herein this Sukta there is no dis- 
lecation of meaniog and hence no naccessity of 
presumption of new meaning whichis Anirvachya 
too, 

Adwaitin contends that there is the dis- 
location of meaning. For, he says that because 
it is going to be sublated, it is not Sat. And 
because it is perceptible it is not Asat. Thus 
these inferences go against the statement. Or had 
it been sat it would not have been sublated; had 
it been Asat it would not have been perceived. 
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Thus there is the opposition of two Tarkas: When 
there is the opposition of these two then presum- 
ption operates. But it requires an invariable 
concomitance between Sat.and absence of subla. 
tion and Asat and absence of imperceptibility. 
No such Vyapti is to be found. 


It is difficult to follow the logical meandering 
which may probably lead us iato confusion. 
Hence it is better to keep in mind the trend of 
reasoning adopted hors. First the Adwaiti started 
with the syllogiam (fanat Aa: frear Agag daaag) 
The disputed difference is illusory; because it is 
difference as in the case of two moons (appearing 
when one eye is pressed with the thumb.) This 
inference is one of the evidences marshalled to 
prove the illusory nature of difference. The 
other evidences are percept.on, verbal testimony, 
presumption and others. 


To show the hollowness of the above reason- 
ing the Sadhya, Mithya, was analysed and it was 
shown to be neither Sat nor Asat and other 
combinations of these two. The last alternative 
was waaefaaad «neither Sad nor Asad’. Mithya 
was seid to belong to this clase of things. But 
unfortunately nothing is found te belong to this 
class. 


` 
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Now what is the meaniag of Mithya itself? 
Does Mithya mean unreal or indescribable? The 
Adwaitin does not agree to say that Mithya is 
Asatjor unreal. And there is in thie: world nothing 
which oan be desoribed as afatatta — scribable. 
It is either real or unreal» 

Th the same manner the reason or Hetu in 
the inference above given is #aarq ‘on account of 
difference’. What is this daa? Is it real or unreal 
both or neither? This last alternative is also 
. called afaqadia. All these four alternatives are 
similarly to be contradicted. 

Now this afaaer is not borne out by any 
evidence. But the Adwaitin contends that this 
Anirvachyatwa can be proved by iaference — 
fana ufaareq anara. Now the appearance of silver 
in the shell is proved as Anirvachya on. the 
strength of tbis inference. For the silver in shell 
knowledge will be sublated later on, that it is no 
silver but it ia a shell. But the weakness of this 
inference is sufficiently exposed already in Jijnas- 
adhikarana. It need not be thrashed again. The 
Adwajitin quotes Agama as evidence, which was 
also thoroughly examined and the real meaning 
of Nasadeeya Sukta has been already stated. 


Then Arthapatti or presumption also was 
forced into service but it was shown to prove 
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nothing for want of Vyapti. Thus one by one all 
the other evidences like ‘Resemblance’ and 
‘Absence’ are shown to be of no avail in respect 
of proving Aniwachyatwa. 


Now a general flaw in Adwaitin’s argument is 
being shown, The same inference is taken for 
review— our own perception tells us that the 
ky and other things are real and shell-silver ‘is 
unreal. It is the experience of all that the unreal 
shell-silver appeared to them. Hence no inference 
oan provs afaateaeg of shell-silver. 


Then he takes the inference-~the. difference 
between soul and God is unreal; because'it is diffe- - 
rence. For perception proves somethingcontrary 
tojyour inference. Then Adwaitin argues that the 
Sidhanti’s reasoning ia a castle of cards. For God 
whose difference is now being considered is beyond 
the reach of perception. It is agreed God is 
known only through Shastra. One may know one 
self through Sakshi. But other souls are closed 
books to him. Difference of imperceptible things 
cannot be perceptible. And its reality is far away 
from our reach So the whols argument collapses 
like a palace of cards: 


This fa a stunning blow; but Sidhanti is 
above and beyord its effect. Calmly he argues 
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that he has already made the point clear. It is 
not oue differences that resides in all things 
separately that he contends. On the other hand 
it is the difference of one residing in another that 
is cherished by him. For its perceptibility it is 
enough if the thing containing difference is peroe- 
ptible. The counter-entity of difference should 
only be known. This is what we find in our 
daily experience. We cannot perceive the 
difference residing in God and other soul; For 
they are not perceived. ButI can perceive the 
< difference of God residing in me; for I am known 
to myself. And I have the knowledge of God 
through Shastras. This is the experience of all. 
This experience being the experience of oneself or 
Sakshi cannot be brushed aside. This internal 
perception possesses uncontested infallibility and 
any instrument rupning counter to it standa self 
condemned. Beoause it is tha source from which 
all other instruments derive their validity (sq4tə4), 


Now why the sasite7 gart the source instru- 
ment should contradict the aqta warm the 
derived instrument and why not vice-versa? 
So long the perception and inference based on it 
were pitted against Shruti and inference based on 
it. It was decided that sasen was stronger than 
sqa and hence Bheda or difference was proved 
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to be valid against identity. If on the other hand 
the Adwaiti contends that the evidences which 
guaranteefthe validity of Bheda, like Shruti and 
perception, are invalid, then there will be 
no evidences to prove the existence of either God 
or soul. Then the Shruties like manfs cannot 
prove the identity of God and soul. For both 
of them stand unproved_and are as good as unreal. 
Hence the Shruti aaafa cannot stand as‘adversary 
to perception which proves Bheda. 


Tt is explained, says Raghavendra, that the 
perception which proves Bheda only suggests it? 
but does not create it, as the potter creates a 
pot. Therefore if that evidence is proved 
invalid then God and sou! stand unproved and 
their fdentitycannot be proved, 


A controversy is raised in the interpretation of 
Anuvyakbyana in this context. Raghavendra 
pleces before the readers those different inter- 
pretations. Then he offers his own explanation, 
which is lucid and convincing. The context is 
Agama and Pratyaksha have proved difference 
between God and soul. If Adwaitin proves that 
these two evidences are invalid, then God and soul 
themselves, objects of those two evidences stand 
unproved. Then identity without having any 
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containers (like God and soul) stands hanging in 
the air. 


If this is the interpretation then the reply is 
that the evidence proving the identity of God 
and soul does not affect the existence of God and 
soul. For that evidence simply -suggests the 
indentity of these two. It is not empowered to 
create those two objects. That evidence merely 
cognises and not creates those two objects: So 
those two objects stand undelineated and un- 
settled. When the objects themselves are not 
settled in their description how can their identity 


be proved by those statements? This is the real 
explanation. 


Raghavendra offers another explanation. 
There is the scorpian or crab. which procreates 
-off-springs. Hence the mother is the sqa 
(source) and the progeny is sasiam (produced or 
derived) the mother dies and the progeny comes 
out of her body. So gyaateq here also may be 
contradicted by sas. This is the contention of 
Adwaiti. Sidhanti replies that the Bheda given 
by Upajeevya is only suggested and not created 
by it- Had it been created the analogy of scorpian 
would have been applicable and Upajeevya would 
-have been contradioted by Upajeevaka, 
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Again the Adwaitin contends that the Shruti 
like 4: ada qafaq in a secondary and derivative 
way suggests only pure and absolute consoieous- 
ness and establishes identity; Hence this cannot 
be contrtdioted by the experience of one self as 
ignorant and incapable. 


To this the Sidhanti rejoins that in literature 
the seconnary meaning always presupposes the 
the primary meaning of the same expression- The 
primary meaniog «įm: afaa is omniscience and 
omnipotence and it must have been proved to 
exist somewhere else if not here. Then the 
difference between little knowing soul and all 
knowing God is olear and hence the statement of 
identity is directly contradicted. 


Many verieties of saseg and saas relations 
are explained and their different ways of contra- 
dictions are presented. Thus itis proved that 
Pratyakeha of the experience of Sakshi which 
directly cognises the object bein? stronger in 
validity contradicta the Shruti which states 
identity of categorically different objects like God 
and soul. 


Q oO o o o 


Again the soul is said to be an #a or particle 


of Paramatman, Then the relation between the 
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two will be different cum identical. For a. part can: 
in no other woy be related to the whole. Between: 
the original form of Paramatman and His Avatara 
forms the Sidhanti also has agreed that there is 
identity between them. 


To this objection the Sidhanti says that daa 
is not a physical part of non-material Parama- 
tman- So it is only a technical or figutative part 
of Paramatman- ‘The soul is similar to Parama- 
tman as a part is similar to the whole. Also the 
soul is subordinate to Paramatman-. For the 
existence and activity and knowledge of the soul 
depends upon God. 

Already this subjeot has been tackled, but 
not fully. Henoe it is treated again. For in that 
context it was argued by the opponent that the 
soul does not consist of consciousness and bliss as 
it is not found so now. But really speaking the 
soul consists of those things, they are not manifest 
now. dust as the child has all the potential 
qualities of a male or female (the sex that 
performs the fecundating function) only in un- 
manifest form, and when the child attains youth, 
sex functions will be menifest; So also the soul 
has these conscioueness and bliss but they are 
not manifest and in Mukti they are manifested. 
But there in that context the soul’s relationship 
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of similarity and dependence are not shown. And 
they are shown here. 
y 


One thing should be noted, says Raghavendra, 
that his Avatars consist of the main or the same 
elements of Paramatman, while the soul conaists 
of differant elements hence similar elements of 
Paramatman. In one respect (namely existence) 
even Jeeva has the main element of existence as 
that of Paramatman. But in respect of oonsci- 
ousness and bliss. Paramatman has unlimited 
abundance of them while Jeeva has a meagre 
element of these two ending only in similarity in 
respect of name but not in quantity or quality: 


ENDS THE 3RD PADA OF II ADHYAYA 


IV PADA OF II ADHYAYA 


Nyaya Sudha is very short on IV Pada of the 
II Adhyaya and Parimala has not exceeded the 
volume of Sudha. Raghavendra has not shown 
the discourteous Prolixity by transgressing the 
limit of the volume of the original. It was shown 
at the beginning of the 3rd Pada of this Adhyaya 
that it was devoted to the reconciliation of the 
contradictory Shruties propounding the nature of 
Jeeva and Paramatman in divine aud material 
interpretational ways. While it was suggested 
that here in the fourth Pada the reconoiiiation of 
contradictory Shruties is sought in a speritual 
interpretational way. This is one way of distin- 
guishing the third Pada from this fourth Pada, 
Another way also is suggested here. Acharya in 
his Anuvyakhana gays “the contradiction of the 
meaning of the Shruties”’. 


J ayateerth explains that the word ‘meaning’ 
is purposely added to show that this Pada forms 
a part of Meemamsa Shastra. Raghavendra 
explains it colearely that Memamsa is devoted to 
correctness of interpretation, and not to prove 
the validity which is the jurisdiction of Tarka- 


Shastra, Hence Acharya had added the word 
‘meaning’ (27). 


THE END OF II ADHYAYA 


It! ADHAYA 


The theme of this Adhaya is the discussion : 
of means (for Moksha). Jayateertha composes æ 
beautiful verse to make an .auspicious beginnings: 
‘At the same. time the verge is deeply significant: 
as it is preg- nant with suggestive meaning: 


grafisme aani gE 
ads mag Auei: uv 


I seek the abode of the Lord of Shree which, 
the spiritually courageous seek having equated 
the sensual pleasures with the shadow of the hood 
of an indignant serpent. 

Raghavendra draws out the deep meaning: of» 
the words perhaps from his “own.experience of his- - 
inner life. eat [seek] is explained as ‘Visualise 
through direct knowledge (ava). gained by a- 
devoted course of hearing. thinking &:meditating. 
‘Abode’ is explained as ‘Nature of God’ or’ 
essential form of God, 

A grammatical doubt is raised according to 
the rule garaged; star becomes aa as in the 
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compound qari. But this shortening is condi- 
tional.,Only when many shadows are meant [agea] 
then it is shortened. Here there are no many 
hoods as in the oase of many suger canes which. 
throw the shadow. Only one hood throws the 
shadow. It.is made clear. that argea refers to the 
world that comes before the word srat. 


Now the theme of tbis Pada is Vairagya or 
detachment from all worldy concerns Attaoh- 
ment to God Shri Hari or afta is mede deep only 
by the frat kind of detachment. This is suggested 
in the first verse. 


That a man should develop a sort of aversion 
towards worldly life, the miseries of coming and 
going (birth and death) are described in this 
Pada. So that being disgusted with these dirty 
events man should seek a life beyond birth and 
death. As usual first the opponent’s view is built 
up and then the statements of Sidhanti are given. 


Raghavendra tekes pains to give the reason- 
ing of the opponent and that of Sidhanti for each 
Sutra in the Pada. At last the question of 
coming back into life is referred to, in the last 
Sutra. The soul comes in contact with cora and 
through it enters into the semen of the male and 
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through it reaches the womb of the female. In 
the usual course of things when the soul is dragged 
back iuto life by his destiny, this is the path 
followe!. In exceptional cases, say of men of 
penance or wiscom, or special practices of Yoga, 
different ways of birth also are found. 


END OF I PADA OF III ADHAYA 


Il PADA OF Ill ADHYAYA 


The theme of the Pada is Bhakti or devotion. 
to God- Raghavendra gives a synopsis of the 
Pada, as he has been giving in some of the 
previous Padas. He:goes on summarising each 
Adhikarana in a few words. In the first Adhi- 
karana Shurti tells that there ia creation (of God) 
even in dream. After wards it is not seen. For 
God is capable of doing impossible things. The 
second Adbikarana tells us that bondage and 
release are at his will and not by ignorance and 
knowledge, though they are the cause of them. 
So also in the case of dream and wakefullness. it 
is Paramatma who causes them though they are 
caused by the unconsciousness and consciousness 
of out ward things. The third Adhikarana dës- 
cribes that the state of wakefulness also is caused 
by the consciousness of one self (afaara); still this 
wakefulness, as the dream state, is caused by his 
desire and not by time, whioh is not independent. 
The fourth Adhikarana states that the Stage of 
sleep also is caused by Vishnu when he enters the 
Shushamna Nadi. For then he is able to enjoy 
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happiness: We know from the fifth that wakeful- 
ness from that sleep also is caused by God Hari 
and so on and so fourth. Raghavendras summa- 
rises all the Adhikaranas of this Pada, Succinctly 
some times with very terse expressions. 

Jayateertha in Nyayasudha treats the 
subject of Dream Phenomena in a masterly 
manner and brings to bear all Shastra references 
in its explanation and exposition. Raghavendra 
adds his notes for further elucidation wherever 
they are found necessary- 


The stuff out of which dreams are woven is 
mental and not material They are mental 
impressions called waat or after-effects of experi- 
ences, which have been running in a beginningless, 
scries. Raghavendra explains here the concept of 
‘eginninglessness which is, as he says, in reference 
to the long series. though every individual in that 
serics has its own beginning. The mental impre- 
ssion— though each oneis born and has a beginn- 
ing—in their series is beginningless. Because the 
experiences that originate them are beginningless 
in their series though individually they are born. 

: Now these mental impressions are contained 
inthe mind and not Atma or soul. For the soul is 
spiritual while the impressions are formed of the 
stuff of Sattva, Rajasa and Tamasa. That mind 
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also which contains these impressions is beginning- 
less, and continues to stay with the soul in all its 
eojourns, at all times till the soul gets its Mukti. 
In Mukti the soul is nakedly pure bereft of all its 
paraphernalia of transmigration. So mind gets 
itself dissociated from soul or Jeeva after a long 
service of the soul. 


Jayateertha raises certain logical discrepan- 
cies in the arguments of Adwaitin. In the course 
of arguments it was proved by the Sidhanti that 
it is Bakshi that warrants the validity of all 
knowledge and means of knowledge. Otherwise 
in the courae of ascertaining the validity, in the 
absence of Sakshi there will be infinite Regress. 
Therefore even the validity of inference is ascer~ 
tained by Sakshi. 


But if the validity is known by Saksbi, 
before Sakshi operates, the rule of validity that is 
stated, might be violated. Sometimes wrong 
means or proofs might be accepted as right ones. 
Thus there will be no confident step taken with 
cock surity- 


This is no objection. For what is wrong 
proof,"if rightly understood, is not the; work of 
Sakshi. For Sakshi is unfailing source of validity’ 
It is the mischief of the mind. So this erroneous 
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knowledge, if sublated, does not affect the infalli- 
bility of Sashki. 


The machanism of understanding validity of 
knowledge is this-Sakshi apprehends all knowledge 
But if afterwards this knowledge is sublated then 
it: is invalid. Otherwise it is valid. Sakshi 
apprehends thus its validity also. If one is deeply 
interested in the knowledge, then one will be 
curious to know its validity. Closel yfollowing the. 
test or verification, one ascertaina its validity or 
invalidity. If one is not much interested in the 
knowledge, one remains indifferent to its test. 


At this oritical time mind, clouded with 
passions, ventures with a test of a kind, settles its 
validity or otherwise. That validity if appre- 
hénded]by Sakshi is not sublated. If apprehended 
by mind it is sublated. For Sakshi is acknowled- 
ged to be always a reliable source of validity- 
Hence s rule is made that a Hetu whioh ts 
usually found concomitant with Sadhya barring 
exceptional cases; and is not conoomitant with 
Sadhya’ in exceptional cases, is still a valid 
instrument. 

For mere concomitance of Hetu with Sadhya 
is not conducive to validity of inference. But 
that Hetu must not be limited by any Upadhi 
or condition. Inthe same manner violation of 
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concomitance also must be free from any 


condition to prove the incapacity of Hetu. In- 
conceivability is not invaiiably concomitant by 
nature. There is some other factor for the 
violation of concomitance. If on the other hand 
Hetu is naturally and invaribly concomitant with 
Sadhya and ifon account of some condition of 
the Hetu, it gets ‘itself dissociated with Sadhyas 


this violation does not conduce to invalidity of 
the inference- 


Another topic of logical disciepenoy is the 
concomitarce of two things found in different 
places. If concomitance is agreed to between 
dissociated things then we may infer transience of 
the soul on account of the blackness of the crow. 
So a Hetu not found iin the same place with 
Sadhya cannot be a valid instrument of reasoning 


But the Sidhanti says that when concomi- 
tance is assured this difference of place does not 
count at all in conducing to validity. Then 
certain concrete examples are given. At the sight 
of the innundation of the river here, one may 
very well infer rainfall above this place- 


This does not prove the difference of place of 
Hetu and Sadhya. For the place of recepticie is 
the river itself. So the river bas innundation 
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because it has rainfall in its upper part. Strictly 
its syllogistic form would be ‘The river Js a place 
connected with its upper part which had heavy 
rainfall, for it has innundation’. Thus for both 
rainfall and isnundation there is only one 
substratum namely river. So there is no Vyadhi-. 


karana or difference of place for both Hetu and 
Sadhya. 


If in this way Vyadhikaranata is warded off 
and Samanadhikaravya (finding in one place) is 
sought, then really Vyadhikaranata can no 
where be a flaw in logioal reasoning. 


Now Vyapti is nothing but ‘one not to be 
found without the other’ (afaarara). This is found 
in some pleces, where both are found te take 
resort to the same substratum. For ‘ being 
created’ is found with ‘transiteriness’. But in some 
other pleces both of them are in different places? 
as in the case of smoke and fire. For these two are 
not found inhering in the same substance, nor by 
cantact in the same substance. Fire is found-in 
the lower region while smoke occupies higher 
region, lt is no use arguing thst the mountsin 
has the contact both-of fire and smoke. If so we 
oannot explain the conduct of man who directly 
goes to a particular place for fire. 
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and proves conclusively that difference of locality 


of Sadhya and Hetu need not affect the validity 
of the inference. 


_ Now another still, logical discrepancy {is taken 
for consideration. Even when the adjunct of 
Sadhya is not proved, the inference does not lose 
its validity. Let us analyse the situation. Why 
should this amount to a logical fallacy? 1) If 
unproven Sadbya is not accepted as logical 
fallacy. then such inferences as “the world is 
some thing different from Sat and Asat; for it is 
sublated.” shall have to be accepted as valid. 
2] orif Sadhya is unknown there cannot be any 
doubt about it. Then you cannot have a Paksha 
‘containing Sadhya of doubtful existence. When 
there is no Paksba, you oannot have a Hetu 
residing in Prakash which is the key atone of the 
arch of inference. or 3} If Sadhya is unknown 
we cannot establish the concomitance of Hetu 
with Sadhya (smoke and fire). or 4) the general 
enunciation (sfaat) [the mountain has fire] 
contains s word of (unknown meaning does not 
become intelligible: 


One by one these alternatives are taken up 
for critical assessment and evalution, 1} The 
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first alsernative is an instance where an undesi- 
Table and illogical syllogism shall have to be 
accepted as valid. But the Sidhanti argues that 
the invalidity of such an argument can be proved 
as invalid for other reasons. It is an instance of 
self contradiction. Raghavendra, here enlightens 
us on the particular kind of self contradictions 
by introducing all five varieties of self oontra- 
diction. 1} One’s own word is contradicted [taaa 
frztt:] aa in ‘The mountain has fire; and has no 
fire.’ 2] one’s own rule is violated, ‘ You area 
thief; for you ara a man.’ For every man being a 
thief is violated in himself [eaarafadia:). Otherwise 
he also will bea thief”. 3] ‘Iam dumb’ isan 
instance of disproviag his own action [zaFrarfaaea:] 


So already the inference is affected with self- 
contradiction and can not be fan instanceof un- 
known Sadhya. [areasfafe |. Thus he goes on with 
the other alternatives. |In the course of that he 
takes up the third alternative. The Sidhanti 
contends that in inferences like ‘God is all know- 
ing because he ia all doing, merely on the strength 
of negative concomitance the inference is found 
valid. Thus even when Sadhya [aşma] ia not 
known still the concomitance [negative] 1s esta- 
blished. Thatis known when the negation of 
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Sadhya (the absence of all knowing] is found 
concomitant with the negation of Sadhana 
(absence of all doing) as in ordinary souls. 


Here is one consideration. An inference based 
on negative concomitance alone, is said to be 
valid instrument of knowledge. Because there is 
that eoncomitance and its knowledge also. ‘ 


But where is that negative concomitance? 
And who knows it? Why! it is known in the 
Paksha itself negatively. The negation of Sadhya 
is found concomitant with the negation of Hetu, 
For instanoe, Raghavendra illustrates, in pots 
and pans absance of souls is found concomitant 
with absence of life. Knowing thia, relying upon 
Vyapti or by the advice ofa reliable friend; we 
know in a living body the concomitance of posse- 
asion of life and soul. But we are not able to 
show others who are doubting that one possessing 
life, possesses the soul. Then we prove that 
possession of life is concomitant with possession 
of soul; because the absence of soul is found 
concomitant with the absence of life as in the 
inference of Fire from the fact of smoke; You 
need not object. that the place of the positive 
substances is different (living body) from the 
place of.their negatives (pot and pan). We have 
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already proved that Vyadhikaranata or difference 
in the places does not affect the validity -of the 
inference. If required the sameness of the place 
can be easily sought. ' 
o o o 

another logical topic is taken for oritioal 
study. Inference is Anumana. But Tarka is 
Reduction to absurdity. afafg: aenq mieghi 
aeng; If ‘Fire’ is not accepted, then let smoke 
also be unacceptable. Thisis a#. afta qm: aq: 
afgaat. Thus Tarka isa good aid to inference 
- proper. 


But the Jains think this Tarka to be an 
independent instrument of knowledge. Others 
still object that this sort of reduction to absurdity 
ia not valid at all. For Tarka is nothing but 
reduction to undesirable absurdity. 


Sidhanti considers this sort of Tarka as a 
logical aid to inference. Jayateertha first shows 
how helpful is this Tarka in helping ordinary 
inference or other proofs to reach the conclusion 
when they sre found in troubled waters... For ins- 
tance the eye is unable to prove the absence of a 
pot on the ground, when itis muddled with a doubt 
[why should there not be apot on the ground?} 
‘Then this Tarka comes to our help. ‘Had there 
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been pot here it would have been seen ‘by thè 
eye as the ground is seen; Because the same aooe: 
ssories required for seeing the ground are‘required 
to see the pot.This is the Tarka; but it ts not able 
to remove the doubt. It only cuts short what 
others desire and prove the probability of the 
absence of the pot: But perception with this 
much of aid settles its conclusion. In the same 
‘manner, the inference subjected to fear of 
violation of Vyapti or of some other defect, will 
stop from concluding that the mountain has firs 
though its smoke ia seen. Then Tarka begins its 
course and revives the Vyapti from its Inaotivity 
and on the strength of settled concomitance 
determines the presence of fire on the mountain 
without any doubt. 

The function of this Tarka is to create some 
undesirability in supplying some Upadhi or 
condition to Hetu or in the violation of Vyapti;’ 
and thus cuts the root of illogical desire. 

In the same manner in statements of Veda 
some doubts would be raised to encourage the 
wrong meaning. Then Tarka would remove that 
doubt and help the natural import to rise above 
all these obstacles by the canons of interpretation ` 

One instance of Vedic injunction is taken. 
‘one desirous of heaven should perform sacrifice” 
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[ea srt aia}. In this statement the verb -is wa 
potential form of the root aq. According to 
gatar the root meaning is Yaga or sacrifice and 
the meaning of the termination (faa) ie technically 
called waar {should}. Raghavendra defines mwar 
as siaua: gma faa: It is a peculiar effort other 
than internal. This Bhavana being transitive 
[Frias] required some object [area]. Then a doubt 
arises whether that objeot. is Yaga [sacrifice]: the 
meaning of the root, or heaven [zai]. Then by 
the law of association Yaga is determined to-be 
Bhavya. Then the meaning of the injunction is : 
sacrifice should be performed or Heaven should 
be got. The injunction or the statement becomes 
silent over the matter. 


Then the Tarka comes to the resoue. It 
begins Its operation thus. there is the root and 
the verbal termination (fac) Lit, whole meaning 
is ‘Bhavana’ and Yaga the meaning of the root is 
the object of Bhavana as they are both used 
together. Swarga or heaven {is intervened by 
another word. As itis associated with another 
word, Swarga is outside the pale of the import of. 
the sentence and comes late into connection. 
Hence it cannot be the object of Bhavana. This 
is the opposer’s view- 
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If the root meaning [Yaga] is Bhavya; then: 
the supposition that the injunction states means 
of realising one’s desire [Swarga] is proved false. 
The consideration that Vedic injunction or 
Bhavana expresses that meaning is denied. He 
who has stated this, is no longer considered a 
reliable man [ma). Then no wise man would 
take interest in this Vedio injunction. When this 
sort of Tarka would remove the doubt; then the 
injunction would olearly state that Bhavya is 
Swarga or heaven and not Yaga as was doubted, 
Thus you must ;yourself know how this Tarka 
would help the establishment of Sadhya in 
Anumana. 


Raghavendra adds a note here. The above 
discussion comes under Swarga Kamadhikarana, 
Thus whenever doubts arise in Vedic statements 
and drag us to contrary jor wrong meaning, then 
Tarka will be suggested to us in the respective 
Adhikaranas depending upon the right meaning 
or import of those Vedio statements. 


For example in injunctions like ‘fasafaarada’ 
had there been no expression of teleological 
content like mistu: then there would be no object 
for Bhavana of the sacrificer expressed by faz: 
Another example given by Raghavendra is sfaa 
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aig. Had sfiga been no name of an Yaga; then 
no such meaning as ‘one should perform the Yaga 
called Udbhid’ would come out: This is the type 
of Tarka in verbal Texts. 


Now in the case of perception, one would 
come to know that a pot isa substance when a 
doubt as to its being non-substénce is removed 
by such a Tarka as ‘Had the pot been no 
substance, then it would have been no substratum 
for atributes or qualities. | 


So there will be Tarka as long-as there is a 
doubt and there is a doubt: till it is blocked by 
Vyaghata or contradiotion (atama uisk: TH, 
afada:) Raghavendra explains that such a doubt 
as would land us on self contradiction should not 
be raised. In the inference of fire by seeing amoke 
if accepting smoke, fire is not accepted there 
would be contradiction of one’s own action. For’ 
Fire and smoke are admitted as cause and effect. 
And one is seen taking interest in the cause in 
order to secure the effect. Hence the Tarkika says: 
that a doubt causing self contradiction should 
not be raised. And Tarka is used as long as a 
doubt is raised. 


: After this meandering. in ‘the feld of logic 
Jayateertha offering us an interesting diversion 
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showed .many, allied; : points logically. sound. 
He conclusively . released: inference from:: all its 
alleged weak -points.. -The-topio;-on hand ‘is. the 
dream world .created; by..God,... Many. Shruties 
have been cited. by. Acharan ins shis- Bhashya to 
show the reality of dreame::. 


This dream is Similar. to akeful oreation in 
its transience, modification, and: dependence. But 


Bo it is ‘not, going to be sublated, by knowledge. 
Now Adwitin contends that dream is Indesori: 

bable and neither Sat. {nor Asat»: Hence there 

is: no: fear of self. contradiotion.. :But this indesori« 


bability or Avirvachyatva ig:;:exactly: coinciding | 


with. Sadagad vilakshanstva:.;: - Hence ‘this . isan 
instance of. self contradiction,:.as. it contradicts 
his own action, © p arigas 

Shidhanti: argues:that dreanr ‘fs Mayamatra 
or is going‘to be: sublated.:For it is- not fully 
manifested. It is entirely dependent. 

Now dream is said'to"bé different ' from Sat 
which is. Brabma. -This, means Sat does not 
contain Brabmatye. For Brahma -has no: attri- 
_ butes.at all.. ._Hence you: cannot conceive of 
Brahmatva whioh is a-quality in. Brahma and 
whioh you want to deny. in the dream.. 


íf 
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But if there is distinotion between dream and 
‘Brahman and that distinotion is Mithya’or false, 
then it means that there is non-difference between 
‘them: ‘So it means there is difference only. For 
‘one is Mithya: and another is Satya and hence 
there is difference only. 


But inspite of difference there is some thing 
common also. ‘For though one pot is different 
from ‘another pot yet there is the common 
quality of earthiness between the two earthen 
‘pots. 

- ‘Now another objection is ‘raised. Difference 
of a dream from’ Brabman means Brahman is the 
‘counter entity ‘to the difference (Pratiyogi) and 
dream is the substrate-for it*(Anuyogl). Now if 
you deny Pratiyogitva in Brahman, then Brahman 
will be Anuyogi- For it is a rule that of the two; 
Pratiyogitva and Anuyogitva, on hand, if one {a 
not there, another will oreep in» Hence there 
will be either Pratiyogitva ‘or Anuyogitva in 
Brahman, which is against its nature. . 


a. But this Pratiyogitva or “Anuyogitval in 
Brahman is Mithya or false, contends Advaitin. 
“‘Sidbanti: replies that Jf. Pratiyogitva is Mithya, 
then will bó no Vailakshanya between Brahman 
and the dreamland. When even that Vailakshanya 
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becomes true, Adwaitin is not ready for thie 
logical consequence; for it leads to apostasy.» ` 
But Brahman is to bé thought over,Imeditated” 
upon (fate). Then Brahman cannot afford’ to: 
be devold of attributes. . There are Shruties to“ 
prove that Brahman {a‘all knowing. 


_ Now all-knowing. is a relative term as. it 
depends upon ‘all’; and this sll is the object of 
wrong knowledge or illusion. In the same mannet 
even such attributes as ‘invisible’ also are all false 
and cannot be really found to exist in Brahman. 
But Advtitin accepts attributes nagative ine 
nature. and rejects positive attributes. 


Sarvajnatva ‘and others;. he.rejeots on other 
grounds also. ‘ All-knowing’ and such other ` 
attributes depend., upon. ‘All’. Hence such 
dependent attributes árs rejected in Brahmans 
If so ‘Invisible’ also is dependent attribute. as it 
depends upon ‘ Visible ’ ; Bọ it should also be.: 
rejected in Brahman: 


The same topic of attributelessness of 
Brahman is followed up with all the vigour of 
‘reasoning and evidences from Agama or Veda. 
If Brahman is attributeless, he cannot be the 
subject of thought and reasoning (Meemansa). 
‘He cannot be even the import of Shastra. 


_ 
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: Thus you cannot impose false attributes on 
Brahman. . If Brahman is attributelees by nature 
verbal Statements of Veda will be invalid. Hence 
one, cannot. stand for Brahman’ 8 attributelessness. 

oOo | 0 o.. o. , 
In order to prove the false , nature of í All-- 


so knowing ’ and other attributes of Brahman, the 


“whole world is ‘said to be false or illusory. But 


-idre Assertion would not ‘achieve’ anything, 


7 


_ Evidence must be produced, “As for perception, 


it Warrants the real nature of the world. And 
the iiiference also that ‘the. disputed is illusory 
because itis visible is already refuted. As for 
Agama Geeta condemns ~ out-right’ those who 
‘propound. unreal ngurte (aaaea) of :the’world. 
“Hence-contradicted and confutad;the evidences of- 
Advaitin.jby superior evidences, ‘lose all strength 
end: ‘allow the: eirenlity o of the world. ` 


i Powórful: evidence than perception and hence 


perception shall have to adjust’ its findings to 
those of Agama: which declares the falsity or 


--unteality ofthe world. For. the validity of all 


evidences, whether | perception or inference or 
Agama: depends upon perception not external but” 
iaternal or. Bakshi. Because ‘Sakshi ‘is of. the 
nature of Chaitanya. and:self luminous. - Hence 
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it is very well qualified to apprehend validity of 
other evidences and of itself. “Thus Sakshi “is 
apprehending the validity of the Agama or'Veda; 
is Upajeevya or feeding agent, and the. Agama 
depending upon Sakabi for its validity j is. ‘subordiy 
nate, to it, Therefore Agama propoundiog. falsity, 
of the world runs counter to Sakshi and. invalidtes 
itself. Next it is ‘proved, that. Sakshi apprehend 
things not only « of today but of yeaterda nde 
‘tomorrow. Then Manasa Pratyaksha,. whioh į is 
the cause of memory, | is ‘also paid to apprehe nd 
things of the past. 


Thus: the origin and jeveloy mont, of drems 
is èxplained on payohologioal basia; and they..are 
said to be as real.as:the wakefyl.oreation. _. Then 
not only. projection of dreams .is:, attributed to 
God but even their ‘withdrawal - is .said,..:t0. he 
God’s activity. siig =. 
The absence of: dreams i is. gai il to, be cloete In 
that state: the soul. retires. into Paramatme ~ 
through Puritata Nadi and wakiog up from, sleep 
is also caused by God, In the same way Moha or 
unconsciousness. or fainting is brought: ‘oaumian by 
God. The.soul-only half enters: into: Paramatman. . 
For the other; states. of: fall: enterence; «wnest 
residence and-distant departurei bring abicutsther 
stages. (sleep; dream, wakefulness)’ ; reg bad 
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In all beings and in: all places (of the body: 
the same Paramatman with. all his wealth of. 
. essential attributes exists. ` 


In the Sutra aa: yaqtarferg the soul is said to 
be the reflection of Paramatman and hence is 
different from Him as the sun is different from 
his reflection. Here Raghavendra disousses a read- 
ing ‘simti in Budha.. The word aa: in the Sutra 
fe “derived from esq, From vaafafa after we 
the termination afrz comes and then there is the 
change to sq. Then we get the form az:. So the 
correct reading is ‘ qasgstfs’ and + géaetfs’ is not 
correct. It is due to the slip of the writer. 
Raghavendra tells us how some defends, this 
reading of ‘qasiy’ by dissolving the compound 
As ade ad aswa iasi, So the word az: is 
acoepted here. The reflection of the sun means 
the rainbow where refleotion is not through some 
medium other then itself. (geurider Through 
‘all thése examples it is mere similarity that is 
stressed. 


But it is objected thae Brahman is different 
oum identical with the soul. That the difference 
between soul and Brahman is accepted by 
Sidhantia and- Andentity je warranted by the 
inference. The soul {a identical witn Brahman 
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for it is the part of the whole Brahman: . A part, 
ie one with the whole. Just as bis Avatara ‘like; 
Mateya is one with the whole Paramatman. 


To this objection the Sutrakara replies aq'qa 
whom ginfag. This wa is taken in many mean~ 
inge. Now sa is used in Geeta where Paramatman 
is said to be superior tò both (2) soul and (aat) 
Laxmi. This wt cannot mean Swarupa or essence 
of Brahman. For then Brahman will not: be 

superior to soul if it is of the nature of Brahman. 


Jeeva is the reflection of Brabman eo a not 
to be dependent on the medium of reflection: 
Raghavendra quotes @ ‘verse to the effect that 
reflections are of two types. One ie with medium 
and another is without medium. The refleotability 
between Paramatman and the soul ie without: 
medium like that between the sun and the. tain- 
bow. Hence wayaw yaar is taken In the "Beneo. of 
anma. Hence the argument is soul is not one 
with Brahman, for it is merely the appearance or 
semblance (rata) of Brahman. The real thing 
and ita semblance cannot be one or identical, like 
the sun and its reflection. | This semblance is. 
nothing but its dependences. - 


It is again argued that- the soul is different 
from Brahman; beoaus they contain contrary 
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qualities like: immunity ftom defeots, and harbour: 
ing defects. ii 

But if this“oontroriety’ is due’ to certai 
extreneous conditions, then. both the substances 
might, be identical..: Raghavendra explains this 
with an instance... Avorystal . -in contact. with 4 
red. flower. ‘assumes. sredness. in..contrest to its 
original whiteness. - Jnspite.of. these two different 
qualities: orystal.is;identioal with itself. Thus the 
difference of. quajities.in:the; soul and Brahman 
being due to conditions conditioning the soul does 
not affect the original identity between them: 

‘In the investigation of identity of soul and 

‘Brahman. Sithanti j goes deeper. and finds ‘out the 
real cause of identity. Where. there is ascribing 
of the expericice of ‘pleasure and pain as his own, 
(aqaa) there ig “identity. | _ The soul never 
ascribes’ to Himself, the" experience of Brahman? ‘3 
attributes; nor does Brahman attributes to him- 
self the paiofal r misery ‘of the soul as his own: 

Raghavendra pute, the whole ‘thing i in fornial 
ayllogistic form s0 as'td enable us to find out the 
Jogical flaw in the Advaitin’s ‘argument, which 
runs like thia— “The “soul and Brahman are 
mutually. identical; for they are consciousness ór 
“Chetan and they ‘are related: as: part: and whole”. 
‘Here Badba is not the only‘flaw;. but. conditioned 
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reasoning also. ‘Ascribing to oneself. the exp 
of pain and pleasure as his own is th 
under which the argument. comes. ‘out 
-Here the sort. of concord is ‘that which | 
such aqdara of oneself has no identity’ But thi 
Vyapti ia restricted. to the field of ‘Chetanas’ only 
and it does not extend to Achetanas’. So a counter 
argument. oan be “set forth "to that of Advaitin: 
The soul and Brahman are not mutually identical. 


For they have no mutual asoription of experience 
of one self. 


Thus the argument goes onin a very. intere- 
sting and intelligent manner till at last the 


harbour is reached when the: utter difference 
between, Brahman and Jeeva is established. 


Then the topic, of form of Paramatma is 
‘taken for discussion. Contradictory. statements 
about. form or formlcssnese are reconoieled. into 

‘etra-ordinary. form’. But what ‘exactly this 
extraordinary form means and. for what purpose. 
it! is describad must. be. known. So it is said that 
-Paramatman’ 8. form i is “not. material; it is of the 
same stiff as his joy. and consciousness. Really 
we do not find words to describe this wonderful 
“form:: Yet we may say that it is some splendour 


extra-ordinary and wonderful. This is needed: for 
wore end:meditation. be 


»: ENMD.OF IL PADA OF IH ADHYAYA . 


"I PADA OF II ADHYAYA 


A discriminative scrutiny. of worthy and 
worthless things leads to detachment from worth- 
less things. This detachment should be the result 
of dispassionate consideration. But detachment 
which is found in man before suoh consideration . 
is due to natural inclination (sar) will not be 
conducive to firmness of devotion. | 


The topic of.this Adhyaya is, means to Mokshs. 
Real means to Moksha ia the grace of Bhagavan. 
And means to that grace are four detachment, 
devotion, dedication or worship, and visualisa- 
tion. Vairagya or detachment leads to intensity 
of devotion with which the apirant follows 
worshipful meditation. Thus pleased Bhagavan 
becomes visible to him. Vairagya was treated In 
the first, devotion in the second, Now in the third 
Upasana or worship is treated. 


Now we must know how Jijnas enjoined in 
the first Sutra plays its part in granting ‘Mokeha. 
Moksha is not the direct result of Jijnasa: On the 
other hand Jijnasa gives us that Bhagavan is the 
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best thing in the world. When Bhagavan. i 
known as par excellent he 1s pleased and. grants 
us Moksha. For this we must know Bhagavan 
to be the oreator of thé world. That Bhagavan 
alone is the creator is settled by Shastras. Vedas, 
deliver Narayana as the oreater of the world, as 
their chief import. This knowledge of Narayana 
as the chief import of the Vedas is to be 
settled by the use of canons of interpretations 
like Upakarma or beginning and Upasamhara or 
end. But this is a huge task impossible and man . 
is short lived and limited in knowledge. 


All the branches. of the Vedas deliver the 
same sort of knowledge about Brahman. So they 
all inveriably declare Brahman to be the creator 
of the world. But how to know and who is to 
know that all branches yield the same impott ? 
Itis the Sutrakara who assures us that in his 
unlimited knowledge, all the Vedas are but a 
tiny particle and hence they are easily understood 
‘by him. 


Hence in this Samanvaya study Chaturmakha 
or four faced Brahma alone is the most eligible 
man» Yet ordinary people also have eligibility 

-of some kind. At first the mind of an ordinary 
-man does not enter into this complex problem. 


va 
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But once attached to it, the mind slowly enters 
into it, and grasps it according to his ability, 

As usual Raghavendra summarises each 
AGdhikarana of this Pada giving both opponent’ 8 
argument and Sidhanti’s reply- 

Then comes the question of what ‘Shakha or 
branch of Veda to choose for our study— ourown 
or of others. The aspirants. are to‘start thelr 
Dhyana and Upasana. The natural answer is one’s 
ownibranoh should be studied. Now Upasana is 
enjoined according to one’s own capsoity and 
hence the study of one’s own Shakha is meant. 


To this objection the Sutrakara gi ves a fitting 
reply. No doubt there is clear injunction that 
the whole of the Veda along with its secrets must 
be studied by a Brahman. Thé Study of all Vedas 
is in general. Adhyayana means the knowledge 
of meaning. But Raghavendra explains Adhya- 
yana as winning capacity to recite at one’ 8 own 
will the group of letters by course of repeating 
ofter the Guru has recited. Then by the direction 
given by Guru, if one understands the meaning it 
is called Shravana or Hearing. And Manana is 
applying. reasons. to or rationslising;. what you 
have understood. 

. Hence. it is- tha :study: of the whole of the 
_ Vedas and not.a branch of it that is meant by the 
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injunction. The study of a branch is meant only 
for the weak and the inoapitiated. 


The gist of the whole discussion is this. For 
aspirants in general it is enjoined that for the 
sake of méditation of Brahman they should study 
all the Vedäs and get the knowledge of Brahman. - 
atudy all the Vedas and know Brahman, they 
‘should know according to thelr capacity. But 
“this will not jeoperdiae his spiritual efforts oreat- 
ing a doubt whether in other parts of the Vedas 
Brahman is “described otherwise. ' For in all 
‘branches the generrl ‘trend of the import is the 
same though other detalia many vary. Otherwise 
Vedas themselves lose their validity for making 
contradictory statements in.different parts:of the 
ame, book, . So his study ‘might be limited to his 
‘capacity though it must. be liberal. enough to 
oatoh the spirit of ‘Vedas. Hence the study of 
all the Vedas:is enjoined in general. 


Here another objection is raised. The 
injuncion that one’s own Shakha should be 
studied is not in respect of one’s study; but it is 
in respect of teaching {the Vedas that one is 
enjoined to:study..[For there is no man for whom 
the study, it.enjoined.. When there is no man fer 
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whom the injunction is meant as in semiari ada the 
injunction is proved futile. Nor oan you supply 
such an intended person as in fasasitar asta. Ragha- 
vendra adds an explanatory note here. Here no 
mention has been made of the Phala or motive 
of this Yaga. For in fastar aq there are no 
words which convey the motive of this Yaga. 
So, as we find in etarat aaa a motive of Swarga 
which actuates one to perform the Yaga, in fagi 
Taataa there is no motive mentioned. And the 
Vedic statemeut producing full import does not 
necessitate any thing to be understood, Without 
any motive no man oan be actuated to action. 
So the injunction is rendered futile. Hence that 
statement becomes invalid. l 

-When such objections arise, under stress of å 
syntactical crisis like this, the injunction, having 
no motivation, collapses into non-perfomance of 
‘the Yaga- So inorder to justify the performance 
of the Yaga, a motive like the desire of Heaven 
must be taken for understood. 


But to come to the point on hand “agearata’ 
one must teaoh him whose thread ceremony is 
performed when he is eight years old. In this 
injunction teaching is not possible without study 
and repeating what has beep studied. will not 
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amonat to injunction... So. it 4a not. prop 
suppose ‘some motive’ as there is no roun 


But one oan suppose that the motive is E 


‘desirous of becoming a teacher’. There g” 
a word in the statement, to suggest this supp 
tion. aars is making oneself fit to be Acharya 
or teacher. In svada there is the root Atg and there 
is Atmanepada termination. This suggests that 
in orders to qualify himself to be a teacher he 
should oarry near him a Brahman of eight years. 
In the absence ef a desire, there is no means to 
fulfil that desire. Ashe applies means to be an 
Acharya it means that he has desire to become 
an Acharya and this is the motive. In the same 
manner there is also motive to study the Vedas 
as there is motive to teach. them. 


So long a specimen of Meemansa disoussion 
was given. This shows the mastery of Ragha- 
vendra i in the disolpline of Memanaa- This is no 
wonder in Raghavendra who is the author of a 
luoid commentary on Jaimini Sutaras (Bhatta 
Sangraha) which is the source book of Memanss.. 


The last Nyaya or reason is given for the 
study of all the Vedas.: Brahman is to be medi- 
tated as endowed with the qualities mentioned in 
all the Vedas, bereft of all-blemishes- But there 
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are the first rate meditators who acsribe rich 
‘qualities to Brahman while there are mediocre 
who are limited to some qualities. And the least 
quelified,attribute a very few qualities to Brahman 
while meditating. Thus there is limitation. of 
Study of Vedas according to the capacity of the 
ar pirant. 

= Now begins an enquiry of Bhakti or devotion 
whioh gives a name to this Pada. Yaga has eight 
stages of which Yama is. one.. And, Yama. is 
nothing but— as Raghavendra difines— means of. 
Upasana without the restrictions of.solitude: of 
place, holiness of time and purity. of mind which 
constitute Niyama. .. Bhakti sr ideyotion.is of this 
very nature. .Henoe.it is called Yama. : 

But Yama is defined.in Tantrasara;es. ‘Non. 
violence, Truthfulneas, Absence of Stealthiness, 
continence and absence of Possession or property 
(destitution). ‘Yoganushasana counts these as 
constituting Yama, 

_ But how this Yama ‘is related to Upasana? 
The Purvapakshi or the _Opposer contends that 
meditation is found in s.spirit of ‘hatred. and 
enemity also. And Chaidya and others are noted 
for approaching in-a spirit-of haterd, 

A reply. is: given by Sutrakar aadarie afr. 
Raghavendra quotes Tantrasara fully> qa: aa 
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gfs: erea giga. Yama consiste: of:-purity, 
penance, contentment study of the Vedas‘and | 
worship of Harli. We. accept the aid of Yama 
in creating Upasana. Incessant meditation’ is 
not possible if the mind is distracted by other 
attractions. As for enemity and hatred as the 
ingraediant of Upasana, there is no reason for hat- 
ing God. But Chaldya and others had the contact 
of Asura Jeeva; and hence there was hatred. But 
meditation through the spirit of hatred does not 
conduce to visualisation of God. Meditation 
based upon Yamas alone. wins the gracious 
presence of Bhagavan. These must have been 
immune to all sorts of impurities and hatred is 
ene of them. These impurities constitute the 
strongest impediments in the path of Moksha and 
how can such hatred be the means of it ? 

Raghavendra quotes. Shruti—Geeta from 
Bhagavat afg ast afar ale qaam. The soul has 
innate qualities like bliss ‘and others which are 
covered by such impurities as pain and mirery, 
through the influence of, Avidya whioh must be 
abandoned. Hence it is olear that meditation 
prompted by hatred is of no use in the path of 
realisation. l 

Absence of Bhakti constitutes an impurity 
or drawback in self realisation and visualisation 
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of Bhagavan. And these impurities in greater or 
| smaller measureo arè to be found in all-young 
cohildren, men, and mad persons. A verse is 
‘quoted here in proof of this from Bhagavatam 
IV. Skandha, in 29th Adhyays. fai a gad qa: 
Regt dauat var Raghavendra explains it fully. 
Linga is the cause of ascribing every thing to one 
- self, egotism; and that indicates its cause, Kama 
or desire. So it is called Linga. This desire is also 
“to be found in childhood, not in aboundance; and 
therefore it is called Tanu Lings (small Linga). 
Therefore then it isnot olearly manifeste But in 
youth this Ling is clearly manifert through mind 
and five organs of senses and five organs of action. 
For in the case of those of sharp senses, due to 
intensity of attachment, this egotism or self love 
becomes acute. Justas the form of the moon 
who enters in the orb of the sun, on the first day 
is not seen as on the new moon day. But gradu- 
ally from the second day and from the eighth 
day, the form of the moon gathering its eleven 
digits becomes fully manifest. 

Now another question is raised (xaa:). The 
Bo called Rijus which is a spiritually priviledged 
- class claiming the status of Brahma Pada, is still 
bound in Samasara and desire to be released. 
But these are said to be immune to blemishes, 


Otherwise they cannot be called Rijus- So.the 
general rule that Moksha requires freedom:from: 
draw backs ia violated here. . 

Sidhanti says that even Rijus have a draw: 
back andj that is avoidance of long sustained 
efforts; Otherwise you oannot explain why 
Moksha is with-held for some time. Raghavendra 
explains this problem thus. When one is graced 
with Divine vision there is eligibility for Moksha 
which is detained because he has not yet exhausted 
the Karma he bas now begun to enjoy. So this 
exhaustion of Prarabdha is sufficient to detain 
Moksha. Why again you require the absence of 
Dosha or drawback for the detention of Moksha? 
‘There is the possibility of Karma being enfeebled 
and defunct: 

A short resume is given by Jayatheertha, 
Attachment to sensual pleasures and scarcity of 
devotion to Vishnu amount to a solid defect, 

“These should be abandoned by him who cherishes 
Moksha. For they are injurious impedements to 
Moksha. Whatever is an impediment to it should 
be oleverly averted by one who seeks it, just as 
unwholesome thing injurious to health is avoided 
by one who seeks health. “So this proves that 
devotion to God Vishnu and other means should 
be practiced. For only by the practice of the 
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positive thing, its negative is avoidedand by ‘no 
‘other way: 

Next another question is raised. Upasana or 
‘constant ‘meditation to prepotiate God Vishnu 
and to visualise: him is invain. The object of 
visualisation is Moksha. But the Charvakas do 
“not believe in Moksha, Hie Purushartha, or aim 
in lifo is Bhoga or enjoyment of pleasures. ‘Hat. 
“drink, and be merry’. Besidés there is no evidence 
to warrant the existence of Moksha a state of 
Bliss. If it is of others we do not know, if ours, we 
have not yst» 


But Moksha can be proved by the super- 
sensuous experience of those who have attained 
it, ‘Though directly we cannot perceive the mind 
of others. yet we oan hear their words which 
express their super-sensuous experience and thus 
prove Moksha beyond doubt. 

Bat the masters of Atheism cannot claim any 
such extra-ordinary vision, as any sort of penance 
is repugnant to them. Therefore they cannot have 

‘any perception of the absence of Moksha. 


Then different conceptions of Moksha as 
‘conceived by the Jains and Tarkikas and the 
Vaisheshikas are taken for consideration. For 
-instance: Tarkika considers Moksha to be the 
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destruction of all peculiar qualities of oul 
This is not accepted by Sidhanti. 


_ Inthe same manner the Tarkika considera 
Moksha to be the ceassation of the continuity of. 
misery; he infers that the chain of misery comes 
to a stop, as any continuity would, like that of: 
the'flame of a lamp. Here are all the Jeevas wohkse 
misery is to be proved thatit is going to disconti- 
nue? If so there dre some souls who are eternally 
involved in the cycle of Samsara; and they are 
the instance where the rule is contradicted. For 
their misery will continue forever. Thus many 
Jogioal flaws are exposed and the argument is 
shown logically unsound, 


Jn the same manner Vaisheshika, who expounds 
that Moksha is only destruction of misery, 
also is exposed as immature in thought and his 
idea of Moksha is discarded. His argument is- 
Devadatta is the reseptacle of the destruction of 
misery. This destrtuction is contemporaneous 
with any attribute which does pot belong to: 
Devadatta; and which is not a reseptacle of any 
real thing belonging to Devadatta.. 

This is a very subtle argument and 8 subtler. 
fallacy Badha is shown fn illustration ‘the destruc- 
tion of misery of Yajnedatta, the Hetu, being 
absent in it, on the basis of the rule ‘the absence 
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of thequalified is sought by the absence of the 
adjective’. 

Thus the Jaina's Moksha also is condemned. 
For the absence of misery cannot be equated with .. 
positive happinese- This topic leads to the: 
investigation of the nature of happiness. The 
contention that happiness is merely the absence 
of misery and hence is negative in nature, is 
discarded as baseless, 

That happiness is positive in pature is known 
by the fact that happiness allowed gradation in 
itself. Sakshi is summoned as witness to prove 
that fact that happiness is graded In its intensity- 


But the Jain argues that it is not happiness 

that is graded; but it Is the positive misery that 
is graded and happiness is its negation. As 
misary receda, it is felt as happiness: The grada- 
tion that is seen in happiness is contingent on the 
gradation of ite couaterentity misery and hence 
it cannot be real. Man’s attempt for a higher 
quality of happiness Js only for the withdrawal 
of the grater type of misery. 
-But the ‘very conception that happiness ig 
non-being in nature is not a proved fact. Sakshi 
_ the infallible instrument of knowledge cognises 
‘happiness as positive and hence all the super 
atructure collaps as a palace of cards, 


principle. How then that. Shun ca 
Moksha? Shunya is the ultimate reality On 
this mundane world is only super—lmposed.- B 
the knowledge of reality tho-illusion receds,« an 
that is Moksha. 


But inspite of the real knawledge of Shunya < 
the mundane world is not seen receding in the” 
next moment. It ought to do go, as darkness is” 
dispelled immediately after the light is brought . 
in tnat area. But it does not do so. This fact 
is accepted by Shunyavadi. 

In the same manner the Vijpavadi also 
cannot majntaiu his idea of Moksha: Thus all 
those who are hereties are scrutinised. Then | 
those who follow and believe Veda are also.. 
reviewed. ; 


At last in bis masterly. resume Jayatheertha . 
deolares that there is. Moksha and there is a 
course of discipline prescribed to realise it. One 
must first get his mind purified by going through 
the series of duties prescribed by Veda in a spirit 
of selfless dedication. Then the asprirant should 
shed attraction and repulsion after which the 
heart manifests the innate devotion. Then 
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through a course of hearing, thinking and medi- 
tating he rasches the aome of devotion and 
through divine grace visualises Him. Then the 
Lord Hari removes all the hindrances of Karma 
to Moksha. But he makes this realised soul to 
wait in order that he should propogate Bhagavata 
religion in this world and as a greund for his stay 
here, He keeps some PrabdhaKarma in balance. 
The claimant for Moksha waits here till he 
exhausts those Karmas by enjoying them fully. 
Then they are also rendered ineffective and the 
gifted man is released for ever- 


Then as the permanent gradation of souls is 
stated which is true both in bound life and 
released life. Raghavendra offers very illumina- 
ting comments on these portions. The other 
Manus are Swarechisha, Uttama, Raivata, Chak- 
shusha, Savarni, Brahma Savarni, Rudra Savarni, 
Veda Savarni, Indra Savarni, Daksha Savarni, 
Dherma Savarni.' Thus there are eleven. | 


_Then in the gradation come Devatas who are 
hundred. These Gods are said to be nino crores 
(90 million) of whom only one hundred are 
entitled to drink Soma. .Of thse Agni, Rudra 
and. chief Vayu are already mentioned. So the 
others mean, other than those that are already 
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mentioned.: -Raghavendra still makes the point 
clear. . They are Vasu, Rudra, Marudganasa. . 
Brihaspati Ribhu, Dyava Prithivee, Aswinees, 
Vishwadevas, (three) and Pitrus. All these are 
included in the selected bundred. 


Now Vishnu fs not included, because the 
gradation was restricted to those who are the 
worshippers. And Vishnu being one to be 
worshipped; was included in twelve Adityas. 
So Vishnu being left out; Adityas would be only 
eleven. l 

In winding up the topic of Bhakthi as means 
attain Mokeha, it is said that Bhakthi is the 
unrivalled means and not Paramatma to get, 
Moksha; For Yekalavya, devotion to Guru alone.. 
procured the lore of archery and not Guru. 


But this is only an exaggerated statement. 
Among the means to attain Moksha orParamatma, 
Bhakthi fs superior and yet it cannot supercede 
Paramatman. Paramatma also may be counted as 
means to attain Mukthi. Hence it is contended 
that Bhakthi may rise superior, to Bhagavan. 

Now the whole point is made clear beyond 
doubt. To attain Mukti or to get Visnulisation 
of Bhagavan, Bhakti rises superior to other 
means except Paramatman. 


506 


Entering in to the core of Bhakti you will 
realise that Bhakt! is real when it is dedicated to 
Bhagavan alone; but devotion to others is in 
accordance to the soale of gradation at the acme 
of which stands Bhagavan: There is no super 
succession of merit in this eternal scale by any 
interference. Hence the aspirant should not 
grudge the unshared superiority of Paramatman. 
In the same manner he should not avoid 
devotional loyalty to his followers in the order of 
the spiritual scale. 


Raghavendra eume up thus: undisputed 
sovereignty to be recognised in Har! and loyalty 
to his followers in the order of their spirituol soale 
ia real devotion to Paramatman- Its junfafiling 
efficiancy is recognised in spiritual realisation, 


END OF Il! PADA OF JIU ADHYAYA 


IV PADA OF Ill ADHYAYA 


It is now acknowledged that knowledge 
independent of Karma is the means to Moksha» 
Here this knowledge has also by-products in 
other things. No doubt the aspirant acquires 
knowledge only for the sake of Moksha. But 
knowledge also produces these by-products» 
through its inherent nature. Just as fire is 
produced to burn; yet. by its own nature also 
produces light, In this Pada the by-products of 
of knowledge are enumerated. | 

Through Upasana the. aspirant visualises 
Bhagavan. Jnana is this visualisation or Sakshat- 
kara. This super-sensuous perception is visua- 
lisation. This visualisation has also power to 
realise other values in life. 

Some object to this extolling of knowledge 
to the skies. Jt is Karma alone that seoures us 
Swarga. Knowledge simply in collaboration with 
Karma adds some glaze to the product; Hence 
it is called means to other produots. 


But Sidhanti emphatically asserts the unique 
nature of knowledge and its power to produce 
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other emoluments of life, in addition to Moksha 
which is its main funotion. But Jaimini’s contra’ 
diction of this theory must be taken ‘into account’ 
So an attempt is made to reconcile the contra- 
diotion. 


Jaimini’s theory that Karma being helped by 
Jnana alone conduces to the attainment of 
Swarga and others. Raghavendra olarifies the 
issues. This theory of Jaimini holds good only in 
the case of human knowledge» | 


Even others have thought that it is Karma, 
alone end unaided that secures heaven and other 
things. These and others make a common cause; 
because all of them believe that knowledge alone 
cannot be the cause of heaven and others. 


Human beings, as they are of three : types ` 
(high clase, middle class, and low class) may 
entertain different ideas about the same subject. 
For instance, Jaimini’s opinion that Karma with 
the aid of knowledge conduces to the obtaining of 
heaven; belongs to the high class people. Heaven 
and such other things arc secured only by Karma; 
while knowledge which. is only the cause of 
Moksha, will not be of any use in bringing about 
worldly or heavenly happiness. This theory is of 
the middle class people while the lower class has 
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accepted the theory that: knowledge originates 


the invisible and is not able to secure: } the visible 
‘things of this world. 


Now the ‘Sutrakara. gives his decision. over 
this discussion. Knowledge in general is the 
means to get all desired objects and not knowledge 
of a particular person. Therefore one theory is 
general in aspect while others are particular; and 
hence there is no cantradiction between them, 

‘though they differ from one another. 


The Sutrakar stated in general that knowledge 
is the means to secure all sorts of happiness in 
life. But. Jaimini and others contend that when 
there is great hindrance in the force of Karma, 
knowledge single handed ia not able to seoure for 
‘the aspirant, the highest biisa of life like Swarga 
‘andothers- Therefore Sutrakara states only the 
case of a person unhindered by ‘Karma, who 
secures his Purushartha by means of Jnana. ~ 


This does not run counter to the tenet of 
Jaimini who advocates Karma as an aid to Jnana 
to secure him his desired: object.’ But sometimes 
when there is strong hindrance even Karma might 
-not help him to get Swarga and others. Hence 
Jaimini’s opinion has no context here. But there 
‘fs no rule that which is a hindrance to Jnana; is 
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also a hindrance to Karma. Our experience of 
the world proves something contrary. For a man 
having a hindrance to the generation of knowledge 
is found to enjoy the layout of a garden and the 
building of a big mansion, whioh is the fruit of 
his Karma. 


Besides Jaimini does dot mean that Karma 
necessarily bears fruit. But even taking this for 
granted, the arrangement that Sutrakara opines 
that knowledge when unhindered yields all fruit; 
and that hindered knowledge requires the aid of 

‘Karma is the opinion of Jaimini; and it runs 
counter tothe arrangement that the statement of 
Jaimini refers to men. For among men there are 

` those who have unhindered knowledge and among 
gods, there are those who have hindered. know. 
ledge. Therefore they also come under the, perview 
of Sutrakera’s opinion aud Jaimini’s opinion. 


So a clarification is given on the previous 
arrangement to avoid such.an overlapping. The 
clarified statement melts down to this, that Sutra- 
- kara’s view refers to gods of unhindered know- 
ledge; and that Jaimini’s view refers to gods 
of hindred knowledge: Thus among gods alone 
-a distinction in respeot of hindered and unhinderd 
knowledge should be: made to reconceile Sutra- 
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kara’s view with that of Jaimini’s view. Now 
thls arrangement is not incompatible with the 
previous order that Jaimini’s view referes to men 
while Sutrakara’s view refers to gods-- Otherwise 
then arises conflict between both the orders. 

This is the gist: ofan exposition of Adhi- 
karana. The subject is philosophically interesting 
exhibiting intelleotual flashes of high order. Now 
the further Adhikeranas in this Pada must be 
studied. 
7 In the next Adhikarana the topic is very 
interesting. A man. of god-vision, some times 
does sn evil act. An ignorant man suffers a lot 
for a sinful deed. Taus then god-visioned man 
slso must be affected by evil deeds, But a man 
graced with god—vision is not said to be affected 
with sin any where In sacred literature. If there is 
no affectation then, how there is distinot effect on 
_the pious man of god-vision by good & bad deeds? 
- -But by such lapses god-visioned man shall 
have to forego a part of highest bliss in Mukti. 
This- is called loss of merit and it is different from 
affectation or contagion: Some like Brahma 
{four-faced) is an exception to this rule. 

But it is said that no God loses a part of his 
‘merit-value: which is permanently assigned to 
him, by such occasional sinful:deeds. These two 
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statements, Contradictory of eaoh othér, ‘are 
‘raconceiled in to a modified statement. Jaya- 
‘theertha supplies that modification.  caateafiqda 
aaqemanassd adafa aatas aarian tag g 
amat waq One has -a limited capaoity for 
Ananda in mukti- Thatin no way iè affected in 
quantity or quality by sinful'acte.- But some 
times the aspirant plously exerts more than: ja 
required for this: limited Anand. It is this excess 
cf Ananda which cannot be added to his limited 
capacity, and hence is lost’ by auch sinful deeds, 
so that he enjoys “in Mukti his own limit’ of 
Ananda. | 


Then again it is seid. that’ the ‘effect’ of 
Prarabdha Karma ‘is extenuated ‘by’ ‘god-vision. 
` But it is enjoined that by suffering alone the oruel 
Prarabdha Karma (Karma: that is begun’ to be 
enjoyed) is exhausted, and not till then. ‘In order 
to be consistant ‘with: this statement it ia‘through 
the effect'of this Karma. that extenuation- to'a 
little extent is. sought and complete exhaustion of 
Karma is to be~found only by enjoyment: or 
suffering. Asa general rule one mutely submits 
-to the effect of Prarabhds . Karma; . but: as an 
-exception god-vielon causes <a partial extenua. 

„tion of the effeot-of that Karma. ` me 
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But some think that Prerabdha: Karrie’ ‘also’ 
is exhausted completely by’ god—Vision as 
aprarabdha is dohe; And the ‘statement’ thie) 
Prarabdha is not exhausted without ` enjoying or’ 

suffering from its effects, refers to the ignorant 
men who have no vision of God- 

This. view is not tenable. For if this vies 
correct then all God-visioned people should shed“ 
their mortal ooi] and immediately ‘becoiie' 
released) But even after God: vision those who’ 
have Prarabdha remain in this world ttt! that* 
Karma is exhausted by enjoyment- oe ® 


Here Raghavendra quotes legendary history 
to prove this statement. “The, contention is that, 
even God-vision or Brahma’ realisation is not 
enough, without suffering’ or enjoyment, to exhaust, 
Prarabdha. Had it been sọ they would, have no . 
reason to stay here on ‘the earth. Only. to render 
some service to the world they come and stay. here 
isa lame excuso, For they are thrust down to. ‘this 
earth through ourse and other causes, ‘Examples 
are many and Raghavendra quotes them. Indra 
and others through the curge of ‘Durvasas, lost, 
their wealth and sovereignty. Through, the 
curse of Brahma Mudgala and others had ‘the 
connection with women of bêst order. | Mandavya 
and others had to suffer'scaffolding for they sought 
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equality with Vashistha. Among kings Kalmasha 
Pada, through the curse of Vashishtha, became a 
demon- Such and many other stories are heard 
in Bharata and in other Puranas. 

An objection is raised here. The kiiling ofa 
Brahman ripena into a Prarabdha whose bitter 
fruit ia the disease of Tuberculosis. But by under- 
going penitential purificatory rites of Brahma 
hatya, he gets himself cured of the disease. Thus 
there is extenuation of the fruit or effect of 
Prarabdha, by suitable means. 

To this objection there is the rejoinder. What 
is your contention? Do you mean to say that the 
penitentiary act is not the.cause of the oure of 
the disease; But enjoyment alone is the cause of 
exhaustion of Karma? Then all the prescription. 
of penitentiary acta are vain. Because they are 
not oaloulated to cure disease. 

But if it ls objected that penitentiary acts 
are the causes of destruction of Karma which 
provides the disease, then the penitentiary acts 
are not useless; for penitentiary acts are not 
constant rites; but they are occasional or 
incidental as the Istisara in the context of the 
burning of the house. l 


Raghavendra explains this Meemansa 
instance. If the sacrificial house is being burnt 
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it is enjoined that.an. Teti: consisting, of.: materials: 
like Astakapala and Purodasha, and. having: Aga 
for ita diety, should be performed... But: itis: als T 
enjoined that one should perform. sacrifice:.when:. 


there is breakage or falling down of a. pot cor: ~ ne 


Kapala. The second enjoinment is not useless-or: 
redundunt. For it is meant to expiate the sin. 
caused by that reason of breaking or falling of the. 
pot or to serve some other purpose. Therefore 
the second enjoinment is not futile. 
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is made to cure the disease it is improper to think 
that they should serve’ some other purpose., 
Besides in the alternative of some other purpose 
when there is the disease, the desire of cure comes 
after it and the attempt to fulfil that desire is 
made after it. This fact proves that they are not 
simultaneous; and that-they have the;only purpose’ 
of curing the disease, Or because the penitentiary 
acts are invariably followed by the cure of disease 
and hence itis not proper to think of another 
purpose for these acts.’ 

Hence the word ra is used with fafa, (req 
faqa: voluntary ordaining-} Beeause the signi- 
ficance of the word aira is that the cure of the dis- 
ease comes after the performance of penitentiary 
act- For the diseased man with a desire to get. 
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the disease cured performs penitentiary act- There: 
fore penitentiary act and oure of the disease are: 
invariably sequential and not simultaneous (This 
is the explanation added by Raghavendra). 

We do agree that penitentiary act has the 
purpose of curing the disease. For there is the 
ordaining to that effect. But in the case of vision 
of Brahma there is no such ordaining, to the- 
effect that Karma is extenuated by it. 

Yet it is heard as the result of vision of 
Brahma: Raghavendra makes it clear. We read 
in Shruti (gaqrearaafatay scraper aq ad a) “having 
geen Paramatman and having destroyed both 
Punya and Papa.” The extenuation of Punya 
and Papa is the result of the vision of Brahman: 
This leads ` us to think that he who wishes to 
extenuate his own Punya and Papa should see 
him. For if some thing is not mentained as the 
effect of some other thing. that some other thing 
cannot be enjoined to get that some thing. 

o o o o 

Then comes the question of gradation of 
Ananda enjoyed right from man to God Brahma 
(four faced), in the state of Mukti. In Taittareeya 
Shruti we hear thia gradation. It is contended | 
that this gradation is of the Muktas and not of 
Samearins or unreleased from physical bondage: 
For there are two adjeotives used to qualify the 
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persons concerned. They-are- afar! ‘and: RTE. Coe 


Now aifsa means aerafansarad aa chi 
Bttained the. object mentioned i in Bhr 


Now this adjeotive .- suits only. Muktas. 
also aaragq which is explained as aria s7zaNfe . 
gaa data: asragaar Besieged by desires man 
becomes perplexed, in worldly life. But in released 
life he is free from this torture. Beoause all his. 


desires are fulfilled, (aieaara:) he is not tortured 
by desires. Jt is said in Shruti that the released 


soul enjoys all desires (objectes of desires) in 
company with four faced Brahma. Though the 
Mukta has no mind or heart to cherish desires 


falfiled- Hence this gradation of Ananda belongs 
to Muktas, for their aqfaa. 


Then the Taittareeya Shruti is further 
explained. This man is said to beever young, 
whioh is possible only in the Mukta stage. 

Then some other interpretations are taken 
for review, To confirm the correctness of his in 
terpretation the Sidhanti shows some defects and 


drawbacks in their interhretations. But -he 
shows clearly that in kanva Shruti, the Chakra 


varti, Pitru, Gandharva, are taken for consider- 
ation. Of these the latter is. hundred times 
greater in Ananda thén the former. But in 
Taittaresya Shruti the king, man, Gandharva 
and Pitru are enumerated. of these the latter is 
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hundred times greater in Ananda than the 
former, In Brihadbbashya expecting @ contra, 
diction from Taittareeyaka aa before different 
words means Ayuta, Dashlaskha and so on and so 
forth. So the manushya gandharvas are hundred 
times greater than the sovereigns. Form them 
the Deva Gandharvas are Ayuta times greater 
than they and Pitrus are ten-lax times greater 
than those. The same gradation of Ananda is 
being now considered rationally. So long only 
Shruti texts were considered refering to this 
Sradation. 


The reason that supports this gradation is 
that the goda have a. superior type of joy to 
that of men (gods and men are kinds to be found 
in the soul world and not in physical life). For 
in the stage of an aspirant the effort they make 
is far superior to that of man. Itis a rule that 
greater effort is crowned with greater succesg 
This rule is borne out in instances like the effort” 
ofa farmer, a merchant and an officer. of the 
king. And in religious field, in the holy fires 
constantly kept up, this rule holds good. If on 
the other hand for greater effort there is no 
compensatory greater success in the end, an 
intelligent man does not feel the urge for greater 
effort atall. But an intelligent man is impelled 
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to make greater effort with an instinotive belief 
that it yields uncommon output. 


Reverse fs the case with men; because 
their efforts are leas. Their ultimate fruit they 
achieve in their released state is less than that 
of the gods. 


Then there is some discussion on the word 
aqaeq Raghavendra puts a grammatical note on. 
the use of accusative case of this world. The 
grammar rule is premegi fetta Ragha- 
vendra first explains words in the rule, 4 means 
faa cessation or terminus, aa afria: qaad adm 
when time and path are meant to have contact 
with qualities and action incessently, acousative 
is used. Here the accusative has the same use a8 
aa weld (he studies for a month) wrigfar adt the 
river is zigzag for two miles. In aqet it means 
that during ten kalpas: there is not a single 
moment passed: without penance. 


_ But this statement of gradation is contra- 
dicted by Shruti whioh deolares equality among 
all released (u@area atft) this apparent meaning 
is contradicted by many ehrutles supported 
by Shmrities. For Geeta declares a peculior 
moksha for those that are gifted with divine 
wealth adit qafamtera- / 
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“Getting all the fulfilment of their eyes and 
earsin good comradeship of one another, 
with extrao-rdinary alertness of ' mind, they 
were yet not equal i in knowledge and bliss, Some 


are sunk in neoter to their mouth. While others 


are enjoying sports i in the forests of Swetadveepa, 
thus they were blessed with the presence of 


- Paramatman” 


ps 


All -these: statements conclusively prove 


` that there is gradation in means applied and end 


achieved. If therë is gradation in means and yet 


“ouniformity in the énd Paramatman will be Hable 


to favouritism and nepotism which defects sre 


1) egategoricatlly denied to exist in Bhagavan. (a= 


qa Tad) 


Reghavendra _ quotes a Smriti of similar 
meaning, area fea suy sisi maaa qaga: y aaia 
aAA: JITANT: i TRAAT ATT -arafaTesTae N 
SEETI aenteqafaferefaateani: i aqfeyar agai SPreeaee 
dedi ggl faafia ar Ua argit u 

Thus accepting variety in the means adopted 
with a refusal to accept. the same variety in the 


end leads to logical fallacies of.very serious 


nature ‘of self contradiction: 


Now a moral objection is raised. If even in 
Mukti there is gradation due to knowladge and 
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bliss then there arise hared and jealousy among 
liberated souls. For we find arule in wordly 
life that those who are graded as high’and low 
are found bitterly jealous of one another, 


But this isa hasty assertion. For in worldly 
life the reason for jealosy and hatred is not 
gradation but it is affected sight and affected 
mental out look. Herein the released state the 
soul has shed all such affeotations and;has stood 
in naked purity. Hence there is no scope for 
any such doubt. of jealousy and hatred. 

Raghavendra puts this io a syllogistio form. 
The opponent should have recourse to Tarka thus 
‘Had the released béen liable to gradation then 
they would also be liable to hatred and jealous 
But this Tarka is based: upon the general rule or 
Vyapti above mentioned. This general rule is 
found conditioned by.an upadhi. Gradation is 
found leading to jealousy and hatred only when 
that gradation îs conditioned by affected nature. 
But in Mukti there is no scope for being affected 
with any defect physical or moral. Hence ther? 
cannot be any reason for jealousy. l 

Now another argnment is adduced to prove 
gradation in Mukti... The liberated souls also are. 
graded according to those conditions then availa- 


‘ble, because they are. conscious souls like the 
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unreleased souls in worldly life. Grading is being 
superior to some and inferior to some other. 
No logical flaws like Badha, Sidhasadhanate, 
Sadhyavaikalya and vyabhichara can be 
expressed now. 


Raghavendra makes this statement clear. we 
must remember that gradation is adduced with 
reference to Mukta (Mukta is Paksha). Hence 
Badha or falsification has no scope. Sidha 
Sadhana or proving what is already proved is 
also a logical falacy. That is not possible here 
because gradation is qualified with, ‘ecooring to 
‘conditions then available’ and ‘according to’ 
former gradation among them’ are used. Bome- 
thing new is proved and hence it is no Sidha 
Sadhana. In the instance of unreleased souls 
the gradation of souls in worldly life continues 
even in the state of Mukti and hence this 
sylogism cannot be accused of ‘absence of 
Sadhya’ as Sadhya or gradation is in the sameari 
souls ‘One is superior to the others’ and not to 
Hari who is superior to all. Hence you cannot 
show the violation of the rule in Hari. 


Gradation means either being superior to» 
some one or being inferior to some one else 
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But this gives ‘scope to misapprehension: For 
if gradation meane being inferior to some one 
then the rule is violated in Hari who is chetana 
and yot is not inferior to some one. If gradation 
means being superior to some one, then Pratijna 
means one released soul is superior to another 
released soul. But the instance is unreleased 
soul which cannot be superior to Mnkta sou! 
So the instance cannot have Sadbyain it which 
is a great logical defect. 


Raghavendra therefore clarifies the conce- 
ption of gradation. by defining gradation both 
as inferiority, and superiority of a certain thing 
in respect to some other things. Thus when 
gradation is defined in general so as to be 
applicable to both kinds of gradations (of 
superiority and of inferiority) if taking only one 
variety, it is condemned as defective Evay 
syllogism may thus be condemned and 
logical reasoning itself will have to be declared 
unfit to be the instrument of knowladge- So it 
is unwise always to condemn the general truth 
by scrutinising critically the particulars of it. 


Now by gradation accepting both the 
varieties, a new definition of gradation is 
Offered. The released soul just a moment after 
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the release he was just as he was. before release 
tosome he was inferior and to some he waS 
‘superior in his essential or spiritnal nature. 
The concomitance rule must be stated in general 
terms. The same released soul in his released 
condition is the soul in spiritual status as he was 
in his unreleased condition, 


This leads us to the eternal order of gradation 
from beginiogless time- When thus eternity is 
proved then gradation is proved to exist even in 
the released state of the soul. 


This gradation has at the lowest rung kali 
and at the highest rung has the husband of 
Saraswatee or fourfaced Brahman- 


__ Of the three instruments of knowladge Agama 
4g of infallible applicability in uuknowable things. 
But it is liable to different interpretations. 
Hence to prove that the four faced Brahma. is 
at the aome of gardation, inference is used. 


All have agreed that in the preent time the 
four faced Brahma is at the highest rung of the 
ladder of gradation. Thus then in the past period 
of time and in the future also he must be similarly 
at the highest runge Because they are also 
periods of timelike the present one. This Brahms 
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even when he was notin the status of Brahma 
was at the highest rung. This proves the yogyata 
of Brahma in the past and future and ite eternal 
nature. 


Many Sbruties also are quoted to prove the 
eternality of yogyata. Hence it is proved that 
right from kali the lowest Spirit to Brahma the 
highest spirit the yogyata of the soul is unassai- 
lable and eternal: 


Here again the question of immunity from 
defects of Bhagavan is raised fot oritioal 
survey. For we oan have an immaculately 
pure vision of Bhagavan only. when he is proved 
to be immune to defects. Raghavendra explains 
this more clearly. The knowledge that Brahma. 
is free from defects oonduces to Moksha. Hence. 
the four-faced Brahma knew Brahma to be defeot 
legs. 


The highest reality Para Brahman is one 
integrated whole. There are no parts in it so. that. 
one part cannot be pitted against another: part of 
it to institute internal difference in the integra~ 
ted Reality. Every part of a Brahman Is the whole 
of Brahman. So pereoption and inference, based 
upon perecpetion, cannot. apprehend difference. 
amongst the conecived parts of Brahaman.. 
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What is the judgement of Agama on this. 
moot point ? Agama also does not concede this in- 
ternal differnce in an integrated whole.’ Before that 
let us know the context of this topic, It was 
propounded that Rama; Krishna and such in. 


carnations of Bhagavan are not different from 
Bhagavan. 


But Rama and Krishna were seen as different 
by people living in their days yet they were not 
accepted as embodied- Difference between two 
persons entirely depends upon their embodiment. 
Thus there is no scope at all. Besides if these 
incarnations are different from independent 
Paramptman, they are dependent and they will 
be liable to all defeots to which dependence is 
heir to: Raghavendra mentions them as seeking 
favour from others, birth and death and such 
others. And all these incarnations being different 
from independent Vishnu are liable to all defects 
just as ordinary souls are. 


In order to refute this argnment based on 
pereoption Agama is quoted in the case of 
ordinary pots and pans, there is mutual difference ` 
between them besides their multipeity i in number. 
But in Vishnu and his Avatars. there is multi- 
plioity but no mutual difference. Vishnu is seen 
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distinolly different from othera yet not different 
from himself. 

Now this is explained with reference to gods: 
menand demons. By their nature the souls are 
of three kinds— Gods men and demons. The 
perception of gods does not apprehend the 
difference between one Avatar and another or 
between Avatar and the original form of Param- 
man. The best souls recognise that Avatar ig 
Peramatman. The Pauranik instance is that of 
Jambuvan who recognised Krishna to be the 
same as Rama. 


But multiplicity among objects is invariably 
found with difference among them. Therefore 
recognition of sameness is not compatible with 
multiplicity: 


But there will be a doubt if multiplicity in 
the forms of Bhagavan is due to difference or 
to an innate oapacity or Vishesha in Bhagavan 
whioh makes unity snd multiplicity in Bhagavan. 
possible- When both are possible deolsive Vedio 
statements prove beyond doubt that Bhagavan 
is indisputably one appearing inmany forms not 
in contravention of its uinformity or unity or 
better still its identity. This is corroborated by 
the internal perception of the bestsouls. 
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Now middle class souls do not recognise. 
the sameness of paramatman in all his various 
forms; yet {they do not find differences among 
them. The reason for non recognition of sameness 
is the fact that his vision is clouded, at the sweet 
will of paramatman. But he apprehends differ— 
ence of other objects from Bhagavan and- 

difference among pots and pans. 


Tt is only the last and condemned class of 
of souls by nature that find difference among the 
Lord. So the evidence of eminent souls of olass'one | 
‘testify to the unity and undivided nature of 
Paramatman in spite of multiplicity of forms- 
The best evidence is the statement of Bheeshma 
which expresses his conviction. “God created 
all animals and entered their hearts. So is Krishna 
free from all blemishes “I am completely dissillu- 
sioned, lost all faith in difference in respect of 
Paramatman and found him solidly -integrated 
and one, just as the Sun situated in the eye of 
everyone as the internal controtller and ‘guide-ris, . 


found divided and yet recognised as one an a 
the same. > 


Then begins a long- discussion about the 
validity of knowledge . which is of two ‘kinds 
One is mental modification and another is self 
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luminous self itself . Now if validity. of knowledge 
is ascertioned through test, there will be 
no. end to the test and without. ig ascor- 


tainment of validity no one inolined to ` 


undertake. any. aotivity. Büt on wrong. assumption 
We are now proeeeding ‘and falling — into logical 
pit. For test is not ‘required in every -cago of 
knowledge. Only whens doubt arises teet is found 
essential and not when there is undoubted certinty 
‘Only in the case of mentally modified cognitions 
there is scope for doubt. With moyeyes. or evenl 
with my touch when I know. there. is water, I may 
doubt its veracity. For it is mind’s ‘modification, 
After I drink water there. is pleasure of, quenching 
my thirst. This pleasure. i is felt by self Jduminoug 
self or Jeeva. or Sakshi. and no one. doubts it 
- Now all knowlege at the. first, atage dg 
without its validity ascertained, , Ascertained ; OT 
veriged validity is from a feeling of invalidity. 
Sakshi with due: test- ascertains validity. But 
when there is no defeat. Sakshi in,the, usual way 
epprehends with common validity at the first 
instance» when there is. curiosity. there ia test. and 
then there’ is: verified. validitys .In all; cases -of 
knowled ge of mental. modification. usually. man 
entertains a doubt. and. there. is a test and Sakshi 
apprehends validity - „after verification: — But in 
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the case of knowledge apprehended by Sakshi no 
necessity of test is felt and there is the immed- 
iate apprehension of validity. E 

Now in the case of multiplicity of diviner 
forms difference is. apprehended. by “peredption.: 
but Agama or verbal testimony testifies to the’ 
faot of identity of these forma.. One is allowed” 
‘to contradict the other after, knowing which ‘is 
basic and whieh. is dependent. In: respect, of: 
Vishnu and his forms Agama alone is the. Teal: 
souree of knowledge and henco it is basic or“ 
easier while pereoption 4s dependent on Agama: 
and hence - it is’ dependent or switas. The basic: 
knowledge “contrdicts the conflicting notion’ 
which is based onit- Thus Agama whioh 
recognises the identity of forms of Vishnu contra: 
dicts perception whioh spprehends the apparent : 
“difference of forms. oe 


Bo long gradation. was treated in respect, of 
means of Moksha and consequently of the end: 
Moksha: Now the persons whose destiny. of 
Moksha is assured’ on. “account of the divine: 
- vision will do good deeds and avoid bad deeds. 
‘Brahma and other” souls are not graded is 
-Moksha they ` need -not do good deeds ‘aft 
- divine vision ‘as their Moksha “is sure and: certă 
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But Agama declares that post-vision. good deed 
add to the intensity of Ananda or ecstatic delight 
enjoyed by released souls in Moksha. 


But it is: objected by Advaitin against the 
‘principle of the basio | instrument. being’ oontra- 
diotory of. the- :dependet ` principle.: For this 
-would nullify the Advaita Shruti. It- cannot be 
settled as finaljfor. the statement of omnisoience is 
basio and aaaf being’ dependent. ‘It cannot ‘be 
said that the statement of: omniscience ‘provides. 
‘us with the substance and hence it is. upajeevya 
and then: ‘comes : the -upajeevaka saag to 
nullify ‘it. For  thəm ‘this is. Silver’ coming 
. first will bo upajeeya and will sublate. the 
uppjeevaka ‘this is shell’ which comes ` next» 
But this-fs not so» g OE 

This contention of Advaitin' is not soutd 
For upajeevaka is that*which is'well tested. «This 
-ás silver, isnot well tested Henseit‘is not upjeevya 
qı ada The- statements - of god. being. omniscient 
and jeeva being miserable. are- well tested and 
_ hence they are upajeevya: and contradiot avani 

whioh is upajeevaka. yh 

Advaitin again’ coltends. that - mere 
unqualified essoned: of: Brahman is ‘the: upéjeevya 
and not. the one ‘qualified . awita attributes of 
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ommiscience. This is not sublated at all by 
next coming atatement of avanti. 

But the Advaitin cannot. parry the blow o 
the upanishadic contradictiou with the instance 
of silver-shell ‘sublation For sublating state- 
ment #diwad ‘this is not silver’ refers to mere 
unattributed substanco this’ and not the substance 
attributed with silverness- But not go is 
the statement aea@ufa. For aq or that (Brahmana 
with ommiseience ) is Identified with @ (you or 
Jeeva with misery 'and othors you; which is most 
illogical. f 

To avert. this blow if itis contended that: 
‘unattributed essential consicousness is identified 
with unattributed conscionsness shedding the attri. 
butes of ommis9ience and misery in both the 
cases, then itis not the identity of Brahman and - 
soul but the identity. of pure unattributed” 
consciousness which is harmless, because it is as 
good as saying ‘the thing is. identical. with itself”. 

Now Advaitin’s Brahman cannot be even 
consciousness or Agai- For according ‘to his 
dictum ‘what is dependent is not real and aaa” 
is nothing but ae or knowernesa.- or stafeaisfir 
Hare Tet active agency in the activity of knowing.. 
Raghavendra gives a grammatical explanation ` 
of wd. Now this knowerness is dependent upon ` 
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the object of knowledge or #4 and in the. 
same manner it alse depends upon knowingness. 
Hence these will form attributes of Brahman 
Ràt and Brahman. will be afaq or attributed’ 
which is not acceptable to Advaitin. 

Now = Advaitin cannot contend that 
Brahman is aeta His mere self or essence. 
For éven his own self oresseence depends upon 
other things for understan ding eet aed; waform 
or essence is common to both one self and the 
other. And this is used in the case of - tt by 
meemansic rule of exolusion, or afedeat excludes it: 
from gr Hence the dependenoy of t7@ on TU 


‘Raghavendra: fully explains this rule of. 
exclusion in Meemansa Shastra When certain: 
‘rituals are going on cortain © Mantras. are recited 
Are they meant to express their verbal meaning? 
or they are ‘not meant to. express their meaning- 
‘But they are recited only to produce some high 
religions merit capable of yielding. ceiestial fruitt 
When thus a doubt arises. the shastra replies 
that the contents of the Mantras are already 
expreesed by some Brahmana statements. Hence 
Mentras used in rituals are merely ment to- 

produce. Adrista or religious. merit. Only ‘the. 
blind are led . by others and not those that 
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are well- sighted. Objection i is raised in the Sutra 
wade and then in the sutra after a suitable 
reply is given. | <4) ayeaa7 taaqaea is the Mantra - 
cited. A Brahmana ‘vakya also is there but its ... 
- meaning i is not. the same. Had it been so then < 
this mantra- quoted here - would not have been 
significant with meaning. But it would haye- Fs 
been used merely for its effeot liko a Mantra’. 
used. as an antidote to snake~ bite- oe 


“Really” speaking Brahmana Vakya - has ai 
signifitant “purpose ` to serve. It is used. for” k 
areeat exclusion: - For. Chayana sacrifice ` 
bricks are required’to be brought n'a cart. drawn. 
by both a horse and an ass whose reins are to be 
taken in the. handa: This is. the meaning expresse 
by. Mantra. ‘Brahmana Vakya by. Parisanky 
means that an ass ‘should not. be: yoked. with i 
rein in the hand. “So. “Brahmana - is ot vai 
usod. So Mantrag are fully significant i in mean 
when used in rituals. -afeier means when a th 
is applicable i in both. ‘the. ‘places; using it in on 
place with an exclusion of it in another plaoe» 


Fhe Advaitin: adduces: that there™ is 
evidence of Agama to prove the unreality o 
world. ṣgaaihafraa proves the unreality. of tl 
world according to his interpretation of 3 
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Shruti. To this the Sidhanti gives. a subtle reply 
“we do not, deny the existence of this Shruti, 


‘nor do we deny the. interpretation of it- We 
only deny this import of sentence that the world 
is illusory of unreal. ‘The import is settled after 


finding out that:it does not = run ‘gounter to the 
rationale of the whole theme. . 


In the Sutra gengi a: waag, Jnana was said” 
to be the. meéans to the end of Moksha. ‘In this’ 
context it was atated that: Ji nana was poportioned 
to Karma ; ‘and Moksha’ was in proportion | to 
Jnana. In this Shastra wherever you meet with | 
a statement that: Jnana is. the means to Moksha: 
you must understand that. Jnana means Bhakti? 
Jnana is-only a part of Bhakti whichtis defined a® 


devotional . attachment. ‘to. areality knowing. its ` 


greatness. It. fa: this. relation which | by, secondary 
implication’ aottles ‘the whole. «Bhakti? when 
‘a part? ‘Jnana’ : is. mentioned: | AD part implying 
& whole - is ‘geen | in ‘such | usages: aB “anaiai 
Raghavendra. explaines this ag medical usage-. In 
‘medicine the word. ami means a part 'of the 
‘medicine. In ETAIT patt used ` for the whole of 
the medioine. | ‘Others explain - it differently . 
accepting | A different reading. aamin. aq! means 
the end of piece’ of oloth, ‘When. itia said that 
-amaa eet it means a small piece of. cloth with its 
nd; in practice. . Others: s'ill. explain. it differ- 
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ently: zar means ® wick zaqrara adi then mean? 
wick dipped in ofl. 

` And. others’ includes an instance. from 
Meemansa sutra. ARTIT | Here Vaishvadeva 
is a part of chaturmasya, and it implies & group 
of sacrifices known as gatasan These are the 
instances to. show how -a part impties the whole, 
So also. Jnana is a part of Bhakti and: wherever. | 


it is cited as means to Moksha: it. meane .Bhakti> 
henoe it is said araifia ate A man of knowledge 
is most. dear to me. 


. We must also treat the devotees of Hari 
with devetion-’ Gods aro Haris devotees and 
hencé we must know the gradation of gods, the 
seale of their spiritual capacity in order to realise 
Mukti. Beoause we' shall have to base our — 
devotion on this saale of spiritual capacity. Then -` 
only our devotion conduses to Mukti. Accordinly - 
‘the fruit of papa-and Punye ofan individnal goes = 
to demons and gods respectively. The Punya is E 
distributed ` among gods ‘according. to their 
spiritual capacity. or ‘yogyata. Bo- Brahma 
(four faced) and Vanes his consort get more than 
half of it.. In the same manner the’ Guru w! 


instructs: gets more than half of religions me: 
of instruction. 


THUS ENDS. THE FOURTH PADA oF 
{THIRD ADHYAYA 


IV ADHYAYA I PADA 
‘In order that the object might be achieved 

‘Ishall bow to that Kamalapati who bestows, 
Mukti on us when propitiated with the (accepted 
means. | | 

In this Adhyaya w we read the fruit. of all our 

‘spiritual efforts. The first two Adhyayas saman- 
vaya and Avirodha delivered us the accomplished 
form of Brahman the third Adhyays afforded 
means to realise this Brahman. then arose the 
occasion to present the fruit of all those efforts; 

First the destructian of Kerma as the effect of 
Spiritual attempts is treated. Before this, sincere 

nd honest effort is atressed again as in the Lil 
Adbyaya, For in spiritual life it fe the practice, 
uot much the theory of a principle ` that bears 
fruit. Constant and devoted dedication alone is 

l called efficacy in spiritual progress. 

_ In the course of discussion we come across 
a Sutra aalge, where it is stated that Vishnu 
should be meditated upon as perfect with: infinite - 
number of qualities. Now in the previous Sutra 
the. word sdiq or image is present and usually the 
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word that is present near at hand is oonstrued- 
But this insults the import of the sentence. For 
then both i image and substance would be identica 
which is highly objectionable, Some word which 
is compatible in sense shall have to be ohogen. 
And thatis Atma. This Atma: who is Vishnu. 
should be meditated 88 Brahma ; ‘because he. is. 
perfect. - Besides the meditation that the image E 
is Brahman a thought of identity which. is 
contradicted, Henoe it is an ‘erroneous: meditation 
which is strictly. prohibited. “There is also an. 
implied suggestion’ “that it is not mereaigt or juxta. 
position that settles the syntactical ` construing © 
in a sentence but it {a ateaat or. ‘compatibility of 
sense that settles the. construction ` as is made. 
clear i in the: Jaimini, Sutra aiai aaar jaxta- 
position does not {prove the construing). Even 


if there is mtervention. of word or two. syntactical - 
construing is settled - by the compatibility , 0: 
Bense or import. 5 


Now. here is añ instance of refutiog à 
commentary. The ‘interpretation of the Sutra 
that the image should be thought as Brahma 
not right- Itis enjoined that thei image should no! 
` be worshipped as ‘Brahman: For the: image: isn 
‘Brahman. The reasoning is that: a’ ‘thing should: no 


be worshipped as some thing when both are’n 
identical and the some. ‘This reasoning is nota] 
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_sumption.For in the previous Sutra this commenta 
tor himself has shown that the i image should not 


be worshipped as Atma, otherwise there also this 
reasoning would not have prevailed: over the 
objectin. ‘The Advaitin cannot contend that 
- there is. identity between the- image and Brahma. 

” Because one is imaginary | and the other is real- 

But there is no transcendentally ` Teal difference 
between. the two” Though - image and Brahma. 
are emperic ally different transcendentally or ultim 
ately they are one.. If this -i8 so then. between 
ita and sete also there i is transrendental identity 
‘and no absence ` of it. Non- existence of identity 


is the Hetu and that-is. not: found in jeeva and 
Prateeka. 


But for the non ‘performance. of meditation 
the reason is not mere absence of identity. The 
thing’ worshipped should not be benefitted by 
exóellence.. ‘Fhe image when. worshipped as 

‘Brahma i ie really benefitted ‘by excellence. Hence 


even in the absence of identity there is worship 
of the image as Brahman- 


If then accepting a qualified Hetu, the image 
though not a Brahma is accepted as fit to be 
- -worshipped as. Brahma) then only. because there 
=` is thes. benefit.-of ` ' excellence “similary then 
J _ the image. should be» accepted. as fit to be medit- 
ated as Atma (whish the. Advaitin does not do ). 
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Here Raghavendra comments. that the 
proposition that image should not be worhipped 
as Atma though it is to be worshipped as Brahma 
is opposed by reason: To this must be, added 
another logical flaw namely Atiprasanga.. 
‘Simiilary when qualified hetu is accepted, one. 
oanpot deny the same privilege to Prateeka 
when worshipped as Atma (andi afea:). 

One more doubt is raised that Karma 
anterior and posterior. to God vision, does not. 
allow Moksha to be realised by the soul. Hence. 
the Sutrakara emphatically streases one of the 
effects of God vission to be- ‘the destruction of 
Karma. 


Il PADA OF IV ADHYAYA 


‘Acharya at the beginning of Anuvyakhyana 
justifies the composition of it even after the 
elucidation of Bhashya is in existence. For Anu- 
vyakhyana - explains. in greater detail what has 
been briefly stated in Bhashya. 


| Aooording to Bhashya the ‘theme of this Pada 
has been related as the : ‘socount of Moksha and 
emergence, from their bodies, of gods. Ifso the 
Moksha and emergence of other embodied souls 
remains to be treated. It must have been treated 
somewhere’ else or if not treated at least the 
reason must be tated. > 


: An answer is. framed to cover all these 
; objections. The answer is all comprehensive. 
“This fourth Adhyaya is devoted to the frult (of 
all efforts), ‘which is disignated as Moksha. This 
Moksha is made up of four parts. Of these four 
constituents the first is the destruction of Karmas 
which includes riddance of evil. for: good, and 
security of good. These four oocour one after 
auother-. After god viston comes - the destruction of 


642 


Karma whichis followed by Emergenee. Emerging. 
from thebody the soul follows the path fit for him 
and reaches the destiny whichis Brahma. Then .. 
comes enjoyment. These four are treated aoco- ee 
rdingly in the four Padas of the Adhaya. “Ss 
As for the objections raised on Bhashya the : 
explanation is this. . The destrtuction of Karma ` 
is common to both gods and men, Emergence: 5 
of this second Pada. and the Marga of the third: 
Pada donot > belong ‘to goda. So Marga of the | 
Seekers. exoluding gods. andMoksha of all are 
“treated. in: the.third Pada; 
A note here will clarify the issue. Gods’ are i 
shining in their bodies and have their. destruction 7 
of Karma by: god-vision’ and: ‘enjoyment. -Mokhaa : 
ef gods means only entrance: into their. superiors: 
and their bodies merge. in the bodies. of: thei 
superiors. Hence there is no Utkranti and emer 
gence from their body nd’ access to Brahma i 
as in the oase of other souls, : 
Thus the topio of this Pada is Moksha of gode 
-only and emergence.of men only.. Yet there is. 
one common topic. of this Pada, and itis th 
' fruit in the form of abandanment of body of both. 
gods: ‘and men. 
The proceduré how one attains . the’ m 
coveted state of eostatio- joy ig related; gather i 


643 

it from different sources by Jayatheertha. | Gods, 
bythe ‘vision of Vishnu and by experianc eexhaus® 
the hindrance of Karma, enter into the bodies of : 
their superiors, and have their ‘bodies merged i in 
the bodies of the superiors. While beings other 
‘than gods emerge from their bodies along with 
-Brahanadi, ‘Thus both get rid of- their bodies: 
Men alone traverse the - path ‘that is-fit for them 
and enter into four. faced: Brahma. ‘Their subtle 
a symbolic body i is: broken’ tö: pieces., Thus getting 
tid of the'last: touch: of material existence and 
standing ‘in pure and radiant’ and?noble: soul form `, 
with divine qualities like’ bliss and j joy and worshi “ 
` -pping the Lord’ Vishnu. in: his nearest vicinity, 
= enjoy: diving: nicetios,: remaininy. in their essential 
form: or assuming -bodies at their swect . will. 
“Never doeg he return .. „to this. filthy life of, the 
world. This j is: tho. nature of the life in Moksha. 


But different people: of different. spiritual ' 
stuff have different expériences of the highst state 
of life. Variety. in the conception of Moksha is 
attributed to the spiritual fabric of the soul which 
` enjoys. it.. .Men of pure. soul. fabrio: ‘never fail to` 
; recognise the. right: conception of Moksha.. But 
men of coloured ‘fabric have contaminated Qonce- 
E ptions which: run counter to. Vedio conception, of 
“Mukti. “They aro, caught in their. own mess of 
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diabolre conception and attain nothing but’ 
eternal misery and abysmal ignorance, 


Here Acharya reviews critically diferent 
conceptions of Mayavadin, Jain and Shuñya- 
vadin. For instance the Shunyavadin ergues— 
Mere soul without the physical body and set of 
senses, -does not become a source of misery. 
Similarly the body with a set of senses, but — 
without the. soul does not become ‘a source of 
misery and hence one should renounce both the 
‘soul and the body with á set of senses. Therefore: 
our: aim- dr life is the. extinotion both of. body and 
soul. 

But Mayavadin: refutes’ this argument - by 
stating that Shruti. tells us that. disembodiment 
‘and merger of the soulin Brahman i is. beatification, 
„and denies jurisdiction to.inference in the case of - 
Moksha. For Shruti alone oan deliver the gooda, . 


But: ‘Mayavadin ` -eannot cite Shruti as 
evidence in the ‘case . of ‘Moksha, says: Sidhanti. 
‘For Mayavadin ‘has robbed the Shruti of its 
‘oapacity of inatrtumentality dn respect of know- 
ledge. - His ‘attempt to divide Shruti into two 
-geotors— 1) one-of Vidhi and Nishedha, which has 
no oapacity to inform us of what reality is 
“2) another known as Vedanta which is really 
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oapaciated to eñlighten:us on the nature of reality 
has been proved to be firtiléin thie respect. For 
how can Veda help us to know the reality bereft 
of all attributes? 


The conception of Mokeha in ‘Vijnanavada 
is taken up. for review. In that system. also, 
the jeeva loses his individuality and attains. the 
state of vijana. It is also the same 86 
Advaltavada. _— aa a 


In onè souled: theory, Mukti fa the state of 
Brahma, or. ‘Shunya, which ia one without second, 
But as time. ‘is: eternal | even ‘when ‘ove soul is 
released, there is Samsara “with | ‘Feforence to 
another soul, ‘or othar Bowls = i 


Thus exposing defects: w “every - ‘system the © 
Butra Kara, -oomes :to tho.: theory. of Moksha of. 
Tarkikas, and many--others.: He’. proves thet 
their theories of Moksha aro ill-conceived: ; 
is human toerr- But the system builders slain 
extra ordinary powers: of-conception and imagi- 
nation. Even-if-such:persons ‘had: erred in some 
side-topic which is not >the point-at` issue they 
might have: been forgiven: But: these so. called 
men of vision and genius grievously mis 
understand the main topio of the sutras 
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amely Moksha... Throughdelysion asd perversion. 


hey have approached. the'toplo.of. -Moksha and |. 


onseqnently their idea of -Moksha ‘is e: travesty 
of truth. 


They have not understood. the barest outline 
of Mokeha much leas then the‘inner gcerets of it 
vbieh is the common stook of knowledge | of men 
sging from cowherd to crowned prince. For 
n this world ordinary men of practical’ out look 
without any sublime motivation think that they 
should be happy..‘I mnst.be happy’ is the 
isunting dream of feveryman. But no one oheri- 
shes the Idea thatjhe should not. be. happy: Hence 
those who |. advocate : self-effacement and loss of. 
individnality in Moksha range. lower in intelli- 
gence tban those ordinary men. Hence Sutra- 
kara took so. much trouble in disproving’ the 
theories of Moksha- which are. the N1 conceived. 
products of oynical tendency - ‘and ‘perverted 
imagination. . 


Finally the Sutrakara.: didoueses the -question 
of laya or absorption} of.-one. in another. -Thig ; 
Loya has reference to gods. Beoause their 


Mukti is nothing but: absorbtion into their- :~. os 


superiors. 
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In this context two conflicting Shruties 
come before us. aay aa raat ‘and alafai So 
the question arises whether all gods merge into 

fire only’ or’ in the five elements (earth, 
water, fire; wind, “ether or sky). Fire. 
Shruti is‘unambignoua. while elements-Shruti is 
ambiguous... 80 the.objeotor. pute the oase thus. 
All-gods. enter. into -wind and wind. is absorbed 
into the sky- Thus the. word ‘elements’ io plural 
_- Dumber is justified. ; 


To this objection Sidhanti rejoins that all 
gods do not merge into one Agni or fire. But 
into all five elements. Ribhus’ enter into earth 
and Aswizs into water: In fire enter fires. In 
vayu enter Indra, Boma, Aditya and Brahaspaitl. 
Sadhyas merge in Akasha- 


Here the elemente stand for deities presiding 
over them. other gods will not be entering into 
their superiors. Indra and others do not enter 
iuto physical Vayu; but into Mukhya Vayu, 
who is their superior. -Because.be is the Abhi- 
manee of the element of Vayv. Even chief Vayu 
‘is called a Bhuta or element. 


Then. the whole Schema of absorption is 
chalked out in detail. Gods entering ic ohief 
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Vayu are said to enter into Mahavishnu. But 
thia entrance is not, direot. ‘Therefore a detailed 
‘arrangement of final . entrance. As. worked out 
refering to many, sources of Vedic. texte. ~ Then 
the question of. exit after. entrance: into their 
superiors. is- -digoussed.. a 


“Then the' rule of ] aya is: quite the reverse 
of the'rule of. oréation or Bristi: ` The ruleof Lays 
is that onë = ia ‘absorbed An another of- whom 
the one is. born, general y “wher ® ‘there ` is: no 
exception. Again. he in. whom | one Is. absorbed 
sthe Bimba (original) for the. other ‘who is 
iPeatibimba image). , 


“THUS ENDS TÏ PADA “OF IV “ADHYAYA 


aie PADA. AOF iV 


This ‘Ys the Shortest. Pada. du" A ard .. 
-. Parimala. «In this Pada’ the: topic “is. the ‘Path - | 
way to. God: chosen: by: men after emerging! from 
their:. bodies: The destination: is. ‘Bhagavan 
Vishnu. S ‘Being free fromthe bondage: of ‘Karma: 
-and emerging from: the body ‘men marok towards 
their destination. oe EEE 


N PADA OF 1 N | ADHYAYA 


Bhruties. all ëmiownting: to identity 0 of: < souls with 


